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©rnteb States Court of Appeals 

District of Columbia 


No. 9069 


Henry M. Ladrey and 
Eva W. Ladrey, 

Appellants , 
vs. 

United States of America, 

Appellee. 


Appeal from the District Court of the United States 
for the District of Columbia 


BRIEF FOR APPELLANTS 


JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT j 

' 

The jurisdiction of the District Court was founded ijpon 
Title 11, Section 306 of the District of Columbia Code, 
(1940) and the jurisdiction of this Court is foundecf on 
Title 11, Section 205. Judgment below was entered on! the 
13th day of July, 1945. Notation of Appeal to this Cfnart 
was made on the 18th day of July, 1945. 
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| STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

> 

i 

) 

; Dr. Henry M. Ladrey, a physician, engaged in the pri¬ 
vate practice of medicine in the District of Columbia, and 
jhis wife, Eva W. Ladrey, a government employee working 
'in the Department of Justice, were indicted, tried and 
(convicted of bribery. A motion for a new trial was filed 
and argued but was denied by the Trial Justice. There¬ 
upon, the said defendants were sentenced to serve one to 
!three years, execution suspended and they were placed 

ion probation. From this judgment they appeal. 

* 

j The testimony in the trial showed that one, Hazel 
-Queenan had been the complaining witness in an abortion 
'case then pending against the appellant Henry M. Ladrey. 
!(App. 3, 10). This fact was stipulated by counsel for 
(both sides and upon said stipulation the indictment in the 
\ pending abortion was admitted into evidence. The said 
j indictment showed on its face that Hazel Queenan was the 
icomplaining witness in that case. On January 7, 1944, the 
[appellant, Eva W. Ladrey was arrested in the home of 

• Hazel Queenan, after allegedly attempting to induce the 
said Hazel Queenan to withdraw the charges against her 
; husband, Dr. Ladrey, and leave town. Appellant, Dr. 
jHenry M. Ladrey was not with his wife at the time of her 
larrest. As the detectives rode around the neighborhood 
|they found appellant, Dr. Henry M. Ladrey standing by 
■his car in conversation with a taxi driver. There was 

• evidence that the taxi had collided with the doctor’s auto- 
jmobile. (App. 33, 40). There was some testimony that 
‘appellant Dr. Ladrey had driven his wife to the vicinity 
j of Hazel Queenan’s house on the evening in question but 
‘this was denied by the appellant Dr. Ladrey. There was 
•no evidence by either side that appellant Dr. Ladrey knew 
where his wife was going at that time or what she was 
•going to do and he denied that he had any knowledge or 
intent to aid, abet, or engage in any bribery. 
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When Hazel Queenan was on the witness stand she 
was permitted to testify in detail to all of the alleged 
actions of the appellant Dr. Ladrey in performing an 
abortion upon her. The trial court permitted this testi¬ 
mony on the theory that it was necessary for the govern¬ 
ment to show that the said Hazel Queenan was a “mater¬ 
ial” witness in the pending abortion case, even though 
it had already been stipulated previously and admitted 
as a fact in evidence that she was a witness in that j case, 
and the indictment in said case, showing her name thereon 
as the complaining witness, was in evidence and had| been 
read to the jury (App. 3, 4, 5, 6). 

The prosecutor in his argument to the jury, in com¬ 
menting upon the character testimony adduced in l^ehalf 
of the appellants, mentioned certain “bankers” wh<j> had 
been apprehended several years ago who were supposed 
to be of good character. This had nothing to do with any 
of the evidence in the bribery case. Counsel for Appel¬ 
lants objected to the improper argument and asked that 
a mistrial be declared but the motion was denied. Counsel 
also made a motion at the end of the government’s 
case, and again at the conclusion of the whole case, 
for a directed verdict of not guilty in behalf of the ajppel- 
lant. Dr. Ladrev, on the grounds that there was no evidence 
that said appellant had any guilty knowledge or guilty 
intent of the alleged bribery. These motions were also 
denied. 


STATUTES INVOLVED 

D. C. Code (1940) Title 22-701 (6:134). Definition! and 
penalty. 

“Whoever promises, offers, or gives, or causes or 
procures to be promised, offered, or given, any mpnev 
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; or other thing of value, or makes or tenders any 
contract, undertaking, obligation, credit, or security 
for the payment of money, or for the delivery or con- 
; veyance of anything of value, to any executive, jud- 

| icial, or other officer, or to any person acting in any 

official function, or to any juror or witness, with intent 
l to influence the decision, action, verdict, or evidence of 
any such person on any question, matter, cause, or 
proceeding or with intent to influence him to commit or 
aid in committing, or to collude in or allow any fraud, 
or make any opportunity for the commission of any 
{ fraud, shall be fined not more than five hundred dol- 
i lars, or be imprisoned not more than three years, or 
’ both.” (Mar. 3, 1901, 31 Stat. 1330, ch. 854, 861.) 

f 

i 

| ASSIGNMENT OF ERRORS 

j 

Comes now the appellants, by and through their attor- 
i neys, and assign as errors committed by the Court during 

{the trial of the above-entitled cause, the following: 

: 

1. The Court erred in refusing to direct a verdict of 
: not guilty as to the defendant Henry M. Ladrey at the con- 

* elusion of the government’s case and at the end of the 
(whole case. 

2. The Court erred in allowing into evidence testimony 
i concerning other offenses for which the defendants were 
j not on trial. 

3. The Court erred in permitting a government witness 
\ to testify to alleged statements made by the defendant, 
j Eva W. Ladrey out of the presence of the co-defendant, 
j Henry M. Ladrey. 

! 4. The Court erred in allowing improper argument to 

• the jury by the Assistant United States Attorney prose- 
j cuting the case. 

/ 
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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 


There was no evidence in the government’s case aind 
no evidence in the whole case that the defendant Heriry 
M. Ladrey, had anything to do with the alleged crime. T^lie 
only circumstance against him was the disputed testimony 
that he transported the co-defendant, Eva W. Ladrey, to 
or near the scene of the alleged offense. The trial cojirt 
erred in refusing to direct a verdict of not guilty as to the 
defendant, Henry M. Ladrey, because in order to impute 
the necessary elements of knowledge and intent the jijiry 
would have to draw an inference from an inference which 
would be speculation and not allowed according to law. 

II 

During the trial the court permitted the prosecuting 
witness to testify in great detail concerning an alleged 
act of abortion for which the defendants were not then on 
trial, the instant charge being bribery of the said com¬ 
plaining witness. Such testimony in detail was totally Un¬ 
necessary because counsel for both sides had previously 
entered into a stipulation acknowledging as a fact that 
the complaining witness in the bribery case was also the 
complaining witness in the alleged abortion case and the 
indictment of that case was admitted into evidence. 


Government witnesses were allowed to testify that the 
defendant, Eva W. Ladrey, made certain statements jout 
of the presence of the co-defendant, Henry M. Ladrjey; 
said statements being hearsay so far as Henry M. Ladrey 
was concerned and could be admissible only against l^va 
W. Ladrey. 








r The prosecuting attorney was permitted to argue to the 
jury about matters that had no bearing whatever to the 
; facts of the case on trial and could not have any effect but 
'unduly influence the minds of the jury against the defen- 

; dants. 
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ARGUMENT 


i I 

| 

The Court erred in refusing to direct a verdict of not 
guilty as to the defendant Henry M. Ladrey at the 
conclusion of the government ’s case and at the end of 

• the whole case. 

( 

The only evidence in the whole case concerning the de- 
; fendant, Henry M. Ladrey, was testimony that he had 
» taken the co-defendant in his automobile to, or near, the 
i home of the complaining witness on the night in question. 

I There was no other evidence whatever connecting him 
i with the alleged bribery. The appellant, Henry M. Ladrey, 
contends that this meager testimony is not sufficient to 
sustain a conviction against him because there was no 

• proof that he had any knowledge that the co-defendant 
was going to the home of the complaining witness to offer 
her a bribe, and, further, there was no proof that he had 

j any intent to join in, engage in, aid or abet in the alleged 
: enterprise. In fact, all of the evidence was that he did not 
| know where his wife, the co-defendant, was going or what 
? she was going to do. (App. 20, 23, 31, 32). 

i 

The trial court insisted that the jury should be allowed 
; to draw inferences from the disputed fact that because 
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Henry M. Ladrey drove his wife to the scene, he had both 
knowledge and intent to join in the alleged crime. 

This Court has stated that knowledge and intent are 
not the same thing. Knowledge is “information ai to a 
fact; the act of knowing; clear perception of the truth; 
firm belief; information.” Intent is “the design, resolve 
or determination with which a person acts.” Wittkrs r. 
United Staten, 70 App. D. C. 316, 319 (1939). 

j 

If, it were a conceded fact that Dr. Ladrey drove| Mrs. 
Ladrey to the scene (the point was denied by Dr. Lhdrey 
on the stand App. 33), in order to convict him the jury 
would have to derive the following inferences from that 
circumstance: 

I 

a. That he knew where she was going. 

b. That he knew why she was going there. 

c. That he did not object to her going. 

d. That he took her there for the purpose of offering 
a bribe. 

Thus it can be seen that it was necessary for the jury to 
draw four different inferences from one circumstanc^, the 
first two pertaining to guilty knowledge and the latter 
two pointing to guilty intent. It is urged that the latter 
two inferences could not be logically drawn unless the 
former two were established as a proved fact. Bui the 
former two, namely, those concerning guilty knowledge, 
are not proven facts, but are inferences themselvep, to 
be derived from a circumstance. Hence we have an infer¬ 
ence based upon an inference, which the law does| not 
allow. 

Inferences and deductions which the jury may be per¬ 
mitted to draw must be based upon some substantial evi¬ 
dence tending to establish the guilt of the defendant. 
Otherwise to permit the jury to convict upon inferences 
and deductions would merely mean to permit the jurfv to 
speculate as to the guilt of the defendant. This soyt of 
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; procedure the courts uniformly condemn. Sleight v. 

\ United States, 65 App. D. C. 203. 

* 

] In order to warrant a conviction on circumstantial evi- 
! dence, it is necessary to prove the circumstantial facts 
■and there must be no uncertainty as to the facts from 
! which the controlling inferences are to be drawn. Such 
'facts must be proved by direct evidence. Circumstantial 
[evidence from which an inference of their existence may 
| be drawn by the jury is not sufficient, and one presumption 
j of fact cannot be based on another. There cannot be an in- 
j ference derived from an inference. Spalitto v. United 
j States, 39 F (2) 782. While natural inferences can be 
drawn from circumstances to prove guilt, such inferences 
j cannot be substituted for the circumstances themselves. 

I Gerson v. United States , 25 F (2) 49. 

| In the instant case there was uncontroverted evidence 
‘•that Dr. Ladrey was engaged in treating a patient in the 
j same neighborhood as the home of the complaining witness 
i (App. 33, 39, 44, 45, 59, 60) at approximately the same 
j time that the detectives arrested his wife at the house of 
| the complaining witness. There was also evidence that 
j after treating the patient, a Mrs. Long, he had an automo- 
} bile accident in the nearby vicinity and was engaged in 
j conversation with the driver of the other vehicle when the 
. detectives came up to him in the street. (App. 33, 40). His 
: treating a patient is a reasonable explanation for his pres- 
f ence in the neighborhood at that time and bears strongly 
I on the hypothesis of innocence. There was no direct evi- 
| dence that he knew where his -wife was or what she was 
| doing at that time, much less any direct evidence that 
j knew his wife was going to the home of the complaining 
* witness or that she was going there for the purpose of 
j offering a bribe. 

! Circumstantial evidence may warrant a conviction in a 
1 criminal case provided it is such as to exclude every rea¬ 
sonable hypothesis but that of guilt of the offense imputed 

i 

» 

j 
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to the defendant; or, in other words, the facts proved must 
all be consistent with and point to his guilt only and 
be inconsistent with his innocence. The hypothesis of 
guilt should flow naturally from the facts proved and be 
consistent with them all. If the evidence can be recon¬ 
ciled either with the theory of innocence or of gjuilt the 
law requires that the defendant be given the benefit of the 
doubt and that the theory of innocence be adopted. \Vernon 
v. United States, 146 F. 121; Kirkwood v. United\ States, 
256 F. 825. 

In the instant case there was no probative evidence to 
be submitted to the jury concerning the defendant Dr. 
Henry M. Ladrey. There was merely evidence Jthat he 
drove his wife to a certain place. At best this could only 
prove that he did drive her there and nothing else^ There 
was also evidence that he treated a patient at Approxi¬ 
mately the same time in the immediate vicinity. 

Whenever a circumstance relied on as evidence bf crim¬ 
inal guilt is susceptible of two inferences, one of ivhich is 
in favor of innocence, such circumstance is robbe^l of all 
probative value, even though from the other inference, 
guilt may be fairly deductible. Mere suspicion is suf¬ 
ficient on which to base a conviction. Turinette v\ United 
States, 2 F.(2) 15, 17. Evidence creating a meije prob¬ 
ability of guilt is not sufficient to sustain a eonvictiob; much 
less is evidence which gives rise to a mere suspicion or 
conjecture of guilt. Kassin v. United States, 87 F.^2) 183. 

Even if the testimony had shown that Dr. Ladrbv knew 
that his wife was going to bribe the complaining!witness 
(although such testimony was not adduced at any part of 
the trial) it still would not have been any proof that he 
approved of his wife’s actions or had any contijol over 
them, or that he intended to willinglv aid her in them. It 
has been held that evidence, which at the most shovjed only 
that a defendant associated with a codefendant convicted 
of the crime, and that he had knowledge that a crime was 
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to ;be, or had been, committed, was insufficient to sustain 
a Conviction. O’Brien v. United States, 299 F. 56S. 

Both knowledge and intent are separate essential ele¬ 
ments of this crime which must be proved in order to sus¬ 
tain a conviction against the defendant Dr. Henry M. Lad- 
rey. But Dr. Ladrey denied both knowledge and intent 
imediately upon his arrest, as shown by the testimony of 
the government’s own witnesses (App. 20, 23), and he also 
reiterated his denial of both knowledge and intent when 
he:took the stand in his own behalf. (App. 40, 41, 42). 

t 

facts cannot be proved by a circumstance merely con¬ 
sistent with their existence. Fuguay v. State, 114 So. S92, 
22j Ala. App. 1264. Nor can facts be established by not 
believing witnesses who deny them. State v. Poplowski, 

13j3 A. 671, 104 Conn. 493. 

♦ 

The trial court denied a motion for a directed verdict 
m^de by counsel in behalf of the defendant Dr. Henry M. 
Ladrey at the conclusion of the government’s case. This 
motion was renewed at the end of the whole case and was 
a^ain denied. It is respectfully urged that the trial court 
cojmmitted prejudicial error in allowing the case of the de¬ 
fendant Henry' M. Ladrey to be submitted to the jury with¬ 
out sufficient proof but merely on speculation and conjec¬ 
ture. 

i 

i 

i 

jThe Court Erred in Allowing into Evidence Testimony 

j Concerning Other Offenses for which the Defendants 

j Were Not on Trial. 

i 

jAt the beginning of the trial, counsel for the appellants, 
defendants below, entered into a stipulation with the prose¬ 
cuting attorney whereby it was admitted into evidence 
that an indictment, the original document of which was 
produced in open court, was then pending against the de- 


fendant, Dr. Henry M. Ladrey, charging him with having 
performed an abortion against the complaining witness, 
Hazel Queenan. It was also stipulated that the said Hazel 
Queenan was a witness in the abortion case still pending. 
(App. 3, 4. 5). 

The appellants contend that this stipulation was suffi¬ 
cient for the government to procede with the trial of the 
instant case charging bribery of the said complaining wit¬ 
ness, Hazel Queenan, because the stipulation established 
as a fact that the said Hazezl Queenan was a witness in 
a case that was still pending. Under the wording of the 
bribery statute (D. C. Code (1940), 22-701) this [was all 
that was necessary to be proved by the government to 
establish that phase of their case. Nevertheless, the trial 
court permitted the prosecutor to interrogate the [witness 
Hazel Queenan on the stand concerning all of the details 
of the alleged abortion, in spite of the fact that it was 
already admitted and made part of the evidence that she 
was a witness in the other case still pending. (Ap]j). 4, 5). 

It is a well established principle of law that upon the 
trial of an indictment charging a specific crime against the 
accused it is not competent for the prosecution td put in 
evidence proof tending solely to show that the defendant 
had been guilty of other offenses. Laughlin v. United 
States, 67 App. D. C. 353; Ryan e. United States, ^6 App. 
D. C. 74. 


It is admitted that there are exceptions to this general 
rule, which, according to the decisions, are: 

When the evidence of other crimes tend to establish (1) 
motive; (2) intent; (3) the absence of mistake or accident; 
(4) a common scheme or plan; (5) the identity of tjhe per¬ 
son charged. People v. Molineaux, 168 N. Y. 264, 6^ N. E. 
2S6; Martin v. United States, 75 U. S. App. D. C. 399. 


The detailed testimony related on the stand in [the in¬ 
stant case by the witness Hazel Queenan (App. 10, 11, 12) 
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Concerning the placing of her upon a certain table in the 
doctor's office, the use of certain instruments upon her per¬ 
son, her subsequent illness and her admission to a hospital 
for treatment had no bearing whatever upon the charge of 
bribery for which the defendants were on trial. Such de¬ 
tailed statements of the witness could only have tended to 
humiliate and disgrace the defendant Dr. Henry M. Ladrey 
and his wife, the co-defendant, Eva W. Ladrey; they were 
pot necessary to the inquiry on hand, and were likely to 
create an adverse feeling against the defendants in the 
grinds of the jury. Silverberg v. United States 4 F. (2) 
<i0S, 909; Dytir v. United States, 186 F. 617; Taliaferro v. 
tlvited States 213 F. 25. 

j At another part of the trial a different witness, one 
J£dgar E. Scott, was permitted to touch upon the pending 
abortion case in his testimony. (App. 25, 26). It is con¬ 
tended that this was also improper because it may have 
ijad a cumulative effect against the defendants in the minds 
qf the jury. 

> The trial court insisted that the reason it was permissible 
fbr the government to bring out the details of the abortion 
base from the witness Hazel Queenan was because it was 
liecessary for the government to show that she, the said 
Hazel Queenan, was a “material witness” in the pending 
ajbortion case. The wording of the statute does not bear 
ojut this theory. It merely states “any witness”. The ac¬ 
tion of the trial court was objected to (App. 7, 8, 9) because 
i^ had already been admitted into evidence that an indict¬ 
ment was pending and that Hazel Queenan was a witness 
iiji that case. Her testimony concerning the full details of 
the abortion case, for which the defendant Dr. Ladrev was 
nbt then on trial, was totally unnecessary as government 
proof against the defendants on the bribery charge, it 
should not have been allowed, and it is respectfully urged 
that the trial court committed prejudicial error in allowing 
shell testimony into evidence. 

i 

( 

f 

» 

! 
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III 

I 

The Court Erred in Permitting a Government Witness 
to Testify to Alleged Statements Made by the defen¬ 
dant, Eva W. Ladrey, Out of the Presence of the Co¬ 
defendant, Henry M. Ladrey. 


The record shows that the trial court permitted the 
police officers to testify that Eva W. Ladrey made a state¬ 
ment out of the presence of Henry M. Ladrey, when she 
was first arrested, (App. 19, 23) that the said HeiJrv M. 
Ladrey brought her to, or near, the scene of the alleged 
crime. The statements were objected to and an exception 
was noted. (App. 43, 44, 65, 66). 


The law is well settled that statements made out of the 
presence of a defendant are hearsay and therefore not 
admissible. Furthermore, any statements made by Eva 
W. Ladrey out the presence of the co-defendant are Admis¬ 
sible against her only, and cannot be given any probative 
fore against the co-defendant Henry M. Ladrey. T|his is 
another reason why the court committed error in di¬ 
recting a verdict in behalf of the defendant Henfy M. 
Ladrey. 

i 

l 


IV 


The Court Erred in Allowing Improper Argument to the 
Jury by the Assistant United States Attorney Prose¬ 
cuting the Case. 

] 

In his argument the prosecuting attorney, in comment¬ 
ing upon the previous good reputation of the defendants, 
mentioned certain “bankers” who had been charged with 
crime (App. 66, 67, 68, 69). The case on trial had nothing 
to do with any “bankers” and the argument wa(? far 
removed from any of the facts of the case. This wa|s un- 





I 
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i 

i 

i 
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t 

f 

fair argument and should not have been allowed because 
it may have unduly influenced the jury against the defen¬ 
dant. Berger v. United States, 295 U. S. 78, 8S. 


CONCLUSION 

i 

i 

i It is urged in conclusion that the case be reversed and 
remanded for a new trial. 

■ Respectfully submitted, 

{ Robert I. Miller 

f Joseph A. McMenamin 

! Counsel for Appellants. 
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1 G. J. No. 28,959 

fa. Criminal No. 73088 

| Bribery 

District Court of the United States 
j for the District of Columbia 

i Holding a Criminal Term 

! 

district of Columbia, ss: January Term, A. D. 1944 

! The Grand Jurors of the United States of America, in 
and for the District of Columbia aforesaid, upon their 
oath, do present: 

i 

j That on, to wit, the seventh day of January, 1944, there 
y/as pending in the District Court of the United States 
for the District of Columbia, a certain cause, matter and 
proceeding wherein one Henry M. Ladrey was charged 
with the crime of abortion, and that one Hazel F. Queenan 
vfas a witness in said cause, matter and proceeding. 

f 

• And the Grand Jurors aforesaid, upon their oath afore¬ 
said, do further present: 

j That one Henry M. Ladrey and one Eva W. Ladrey, well 
knowing the premises aforesaid, on, to wit, the seventh 
day of January, 1944, and at and within the District of 
Cblumbia aforesaid, unlawfully, wilfully, knowingly, and 
corruptly did offer a certain sum of money, to wit, two 
hundred and sixty dollars in money, of the value of two 
hundred and sixty dollars, to the said Hazel F. Queenan, 
with intent on the part of them, the said Henry M. Ladrey 
arid the said Eva W. Ladrey, thereby to influence the action 
arid evidence of said Hazel F. Queenan as such witness in 
said cause, matter and proceeding, that is to say, thereby 
toj influence the said Hazel F. Queenan to remain away 
and not be present as such witness at any future proceeding 
or ; action in said cause, matter and proceeding wherein the 
said Henry M. Ladrey was charged as aforesaid; against 
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the form of the statute in such case made and provided, 
and against the peace and government of the saidi United 
States. 

John W. Fihelly ! 

I 

Assistant Attorney of tfie 
United States in and fdr the 
District of Columbia. 

A TRUE BILL: | 

I 

Edgar F. Mclntire 
Foreman 

* • * m j 

26 STIPULATION j 

i 

i 

MR. HEFLIN. This case pending. 

MR. MILLER. It is still pending. 

MR. HEFLIN. Well, do you stipulate? M^y the 
Clerk take the stand a moment? 

MR. MILLER. I haven’t any objection. j 

Mr. Heflin in his opening statement said there was a 

case pending. If he will tell the jury and tell your Honor 
that the case is still pending against Dr. Ladrey, I have 
no objection to his— 

MR. HEFLIN. And I would like to offer this i^i evi¬ 
dence j 

MR. MILLER. I have no objection. 

MR. HEFLIN. Well, there is no objection. 

i 

* * * * 

j 

THE COURT. You stipulate that therej is a 

27 case, the case pending, that is represented by that 
file (indicating)? 

MR. MILLER. Yes, sir. 

THE COURT. All right. It being so stipulate^ the 
jury will understand that fact to be established. 

MR. HEFLIN. Well, I would like to have this file 
also introduced, to show the pertinent— 
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| THE COURT. Well, I understood your stipulation 
rto include the admission of the file. 

! MR. HEFLIN. Is that correct? 

MR. MILLER. As to the indictment; nothing else. 

• THE COURT. I think that is proper. 

MR. HEFLIN. Well, that’s all I need. 

THE COURT. All right. It is stipulated that the 
indictment in the pending case be introduced in evidence. 

MR. MILLER. I have no objection, and it is still 
pending. 

THE COURT. All right. 

MR. HEFLIN. And that it was pending on January 
the 7th of this year. 

MR. MILLER. Certainly, Mr. Heflin. 

MR. HEFLIN. All right. 

THE COURT. Does the jury understand the stipu¬ 
lation? 

j The Court understands that the jury does, 
j MR. HEFLIN. Will you please mark this Exhibit 1? 

THE COURT. What is the number of that case? 

! MR. HEFLIN. 74044. 

I THE COURT. 74044? 

MR. HEFLIN. That is right. United States 
28 versus Henry M. Ladrev. 

i 

(Indictment in Criminal Case No. 73044 was 
marked Government Exhibit No. 1 and received 
in evidence, and is as follows:) 

j “G. J. No. 28,739 
i Criminal No. 73,044 

ABORTION 

t 

DISTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 
i FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

f 

; Holding a Criminal Term 
(District Court, ss: 


t 

i 

f 

l 


October Term, A. D. 1943 




The Grand Jurors of the United States of America, in 
and for the District of Columbia aforesaid, upon their 
oath, do present: 

That one Hazel F. Queenan, on, to wit, the eighth d^y of 
November, 1943, was pregnant with child, and that on, 
to wit, the said eighth day of November, 1943, arid at 
and within the District of Columbia, one Henry M. Lajdrey, 
well knowing the premises aforesaid, unlawfully, felon¬ 
iously, knowingly, willfully, and with intent to procure 
the miscarriage of the said Hazel F. Queenan, ini and 
upon the said Hazel F. Queenan, then and there tieing, 
did use certain means and instruments, the exact means 
and instruments used being to the Grand Jurors afore¬ 
said unknown; against the form of the statute in such 
case made and provided and against the peace and gov¬ 
ernment of the said United States. 

SECOND COUNT: 


29 And the Grand Jurors aforesaid, upon their oath 
aforesaid, do further present: 

That one Hazel F. Queenan, on, to wit, the eightj day 
of November, 1943, was pregnant with child, and thajt on, 
to wit, the said eighth day of November, 1943, and af the 
District of Columbia aforesaid, one Henry M. Ladrey, 'well 
knowing the premises aforesaid, unlawfully, feloniously, 
knowingly, willfully, and with intent to procure the mis¬ 
carriage of the said Hazel F. Queenan, did prescribe 
and administer to the said Hazel F. Queenan, certain 
medicine, to wit, certain capsules, a more particular de¬ 
scription of which medicine is to the Grand Jurors afore¬ 
said unknown; against the form of the statute in guch 
case made and provided, and against the peace and [gov¬ 
ernment of the said United States. 

I 

/s/ John W. Fihelly 
Assistant Attorney of Die. 
United States in and for the 
District of Columbia. 
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j A TRUE BILL 

I /s/ John J. Barnes, Jr., 

j Acting Foreman. ’ ’ 

MR. HEFLIN. Now let me have the Queenan witness. 
! Thereupon 

I HAZEL F. QUEENAN 

•resumed the stand and, having been heretofore duly sworn, 
was examined and testified as follows: 

» 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
j BY. MR. HEFLIN: 

j Q Will you state your name for the record, 

130 please. A Hazel F. Queenan. 

* * * * * 

| BY. MR. HEFLIN: 

. Q Where do you live? A 2310 Georgia Avenue, 
Northwest. 

j Q And how long have you been living at that address? 
| A It will be five years February. 

! Q Are you employed? A I am employed at Gallinger 
’ Hospital. 

! Q How long have you been employed there? A About 
! four years and two months. 

| Q What do you do at Gallinger Hospital? A I am a 

} nurses ’ assistant. 

1 

J # • • # 

* 

MR. HEFLIN. To the best of your recollection, when 
did you first see the defendant Henry M. Ladrey? 

;• THE WITNESS. I first seen Henry Ladrey on No- 
i vember the 8th, 1944. 1943. 

f 

| BY. MR. HEFLIN: 

i 

Q ’43. And where was that? A At his residence. 

I 

; 


31 


(Counsel for both sides approached the bench and 

conferred with the Court, in a low tone of voice, 

I 

as follows:) 

I 

MB. McMENAMIN. We know that he has to bring in 
that the other case is pending. 


THECOUBT. He has got to. 

MB. McMENAMIN. Yes, sure. That is it. feut I 
don’t think that he should be allowed to go into too much 
of the evidence concerning that other case. He is bringing 
in the evidence. 

MB. HEFLIN. You stipulate she is— 

THE COUBT. Keep your voice down. 

MB. HEFLIN. If you stipulate that she is a witness 
in that other case, that is sufficient. 

MB. MILLEB. We stipulate the indictment is pend¬ 
ing against him. He has got to prove under this indict¬ 
ment that she was a material witness. 


MB. McMENAMIN (addressing Mr. Miller). I ithink 
if we stipulate that she is a witness in the other case, 
rather than to have him go into the facts in that other 
case. 


MB. MILLEB. We will stipulate that she is $ wit¬ 
ness in the other case. 


32 MB. McMENAMIN. I think that would be yetter 
than to have him go into the facts in that other case, 
your Honor. 

THE COUBT. It is not for me to say what the Gov¬ 
ernment should or should not stipulate to. They are en¬ 
titled to show that she is a material witness, and theV are 
entitled to show it by testimony. If you want to obviate 
their testimony by stipulation that is agreeable to both 
of you, why, I shan’t interfere. 

MB. McMENAMIN. Well, of course there are ways 
and means that the Government could bring it out we didn’t 
stipulate. 


i 

I 
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; THE COURT. Certainly. 

; MR. McMENAMIN. But he wouldn’t have to go into 
the facts of the other case. That is facts. 

THE COURT. Don’t you have to show T the material¬ 
ity of the witness’s testimony? 

MR. McMENAMIN. 1 don’t know that. 1 think— 
THE COURT. Well, I have not the statute before 
me, but I think it does mean the influencing of the testi¬ 
mony of a material witness; not— 

1 MR. McMENAMIN. I see. 

i 

; MR. MILLER. We will stipulate she is a material 
Witness, but why go into it? 

‘ THE COURT. Well, gentlemen, why don’t you all 
pgree on what you want to stipulate to and put it to me, 
What you want me to rule on? 

MR. HEFLIN. Well, in the interests of time—they 
have objected to this. In the interests of time, all I want 
Jier to show, that she was a woman who had an abortion 
performed on her by this doctor, and that is everything 
j I want to show. I won't take one question. 
j33 MR. McMENAMIN. Well, we don’t admit 

| that as a fact at all. 

! MR. MILLER. No. 

MR. McMENAMIN. That is why I think that is 
bringing out the facts in the other case. 

THE COURT. You are not trying the issues in the 
jother case. 

; MR. McMENAMIN. I know that. 

THE COURT. You are trying to show what this wit- 
fness’s testimony would be in the other case and whether 
'that is material to the charge. 

MR. HEFLIN. I might say that by this indictment 
•going in, it indirectly shows that indictment— 

- THE COURT. It names her as— 

MR. MILLER. Yes. 

\ MR. HEFLTN. I may just ask her. 


* 

r 
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THE COURT. Oh, I don’t see that any harm is done 
by asking her. 

MR. McMENAMIN. Well, all right. 

MR. MILLER. Just for the sake of the record let 
us have an exception to the distinguished Justice— 

THE COURT. What exception are you taking? 

MR. MILLER. We object to her going into th^ ma¬ 
terial facts, in the alleging— 

THE COURT. You will have to tell me whatj it is 
you object to, now. Then I can really understand the ques¬ 
tion. 

MR. MILLER. All right; tell him, Mac. 

THE COURT. What is the pending question? 

MR. McMENAMIN. We object to the Government 
going into the details and facts of the other case 
34 with this witness. 

THE COURT. The Court won’t entertain that Objec¬ 
tion. I’ve got to have before me the question. 

MR. McMENAMIN. All right. 

THE COURT. And then I can intelligently pass on 
whether it is what you call going into the details of it or 
not. 

MR. McMENAMIN. That’s right. 

THE COURT. Don’t you see? The only thing I am 
permitting to go in is that she is a material witness in 
that other case, and the facts that show that, I thinly, are 
admissible. Now, beyond that, I don’t think myself that— 

MR. McMENAMIN. That’s right. 

I 

MR. MILLER. That is all right. We withdraw the 
objection. 

MR. McMENAMIN. We withdraw it, then. If they 
just go into it enough to establish that, it is all right. 

THE COURT. Yes. I 

• # • • 





10 


! 

t 

i 

! 

i 

i 

i 

I 

j 35 BY. MR. HEFLIN: 

Q Did you have a conversation with him there 
i at his place on that date? A All he asked me, was I 
1 the girl. 

! THE COURT. Did you have a conversation with 
| him? That is the question. Did you or didn’t you? 

THE WITNESS. Yes, I did. 

j BY MK. HEFLIN: 

Q And what was your conversation with him on that 
date? A He asked me was I the girl, and I told him yes. 
Q And then what happened? A He told me to sit 
| down and rest for about fifteen minutes. He did not have 
! his equipment quite sterilized. 

Q Yes. And what did he do after—later that same 
I day? A Well, he told me to get up on the table. 

Q And what did he do? A He started to make as an 
j abortion. 

i MR. MILLER. I can’t hear a word she says. 

| 36 THE COURT. Read it, Mr. Reporter. I think 

i you got it there. 

« 

THE REPORTER (reading): 

“He started to make as an abortion.” 

BY MR. HEFLIN: 

j Q Well, tell us what he did there. A Well, he prop- 
} ped me on the table. He didn’t exactly drape me, but he 
< put a piece of gauze. He used some kind of an instrument 
i which I do not know what it was, but I can say some of 
I them weren’t sterile. I can say that, 
j THE COURT. Oh, don’t go into that, 
j MR. HEFLIN. Never mind that. 

THE COURT. No. 

! BY MR. HEFLIN: 

V 

t 

i Q Now, were you pregnant at that time? A Yes, I 

j was. 

* 

♦ 

> 

i 

f 
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Q All right. And after that did yon go to some hos¬ 
pital? A The following Tuesday I went back to work. 
I took sick at work, which that was on Tuesday, the ninth 
of November. I went into the hospital that same dat. 

Q Yes. And what happened over at the hospital? A 
Well, they sent for Dr. Ladrey to come in. After tl}ey ex¬ 
amined me they looked for him, which was on Wednesday. 
MR. MILLER. We can’t hear. 

THE COURT. Wait a minute. 

MR. MILLER. We are trying to hear the witness. 
We can’t hear a word she is saying. 

THE COURT. You will have to talk louder; You 
can talk louder; I just heard you do it. 

37 BY MR. HEFLIN: j 

Q What happened to you at the hospital? A 
I was taken sick at the hospital. 

Q And what happened further? A Well, he taken 
me over to see the doctor, and he admitted me in tl^e hos¬ 
pital. 

Q And what happened while you were in the hospital? 
A What happened? 

Q Yes. A Well, after they taken me to the doctor 
he told me—asked me did I know who the doctor that did 

it- I 

MR. MILLER. Now wait just a minute. 

THE COURT. Yes, Can’t you tell? 

MR. HEFLIN. Can’t you tell? 

THE COURT. Can’t you tell what took place there 
without regard to conversations, now? 

MR. HEFLIN. You. 

THE COURT. Do you know anything that happened 
to you over there? 

THE WITNESS. All I know, I was taken sick and 
I went to see a doctor. 

THE COURT. All right. 
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j THE WITNESS. Just all I know when I first taken 
sick I felt some kind of a packet, and then the nurse sent 
hie on to the doctor. 

BY ME. HEFLIN: 

1 

! Q Well, what happened to you while you were under 
treatment of the doctor at Gallinger Hospital? A The 
abortion occurred; I guess that’s what it was. 

38 Q Well, did you pass something? 

* MR. MILLER. 1 suggest that’s very leading, 

Mr. Heflin. 

THE WITNESS. Well, I can’t say. I don’t— 

THE COURT. I think it is absolutely necessary to 
lead the witness to keep her from going into things that 
are absolutely immaterial to this case. 
i THE WITNESS. Well, I can say all I know I passed 
»a packet, but what else happened 1 can’t say. 
j THE COURT. Well, you don’t know. 

All right. She has answered the question. I think that 
'is sufficient. 

i BY MR. HEFLIN: 

i, Q All right. Now let me ask you when you first saw 
the defendant Eva Ladrey. A When I first saw Eva 
lLadrey it was on—if I am not mistaken, I think it was 
[January the 6th, which was on a Thursday night. 

! Q At what place? A At 2310 Georgia Avenue, 
j Q And did you have a conversation with her? A No, 
iwe didn’t have quite of a conversation. All she asked me, 
‘was I ready, and I told her no, I had to go to a unions 
[meeting. She set the date to come back, which was the 
j following Friday night, the 7th of January. 

: Q The following Friday night would be the next night, 
wouldn’t it? A That’s right. 

; Q All right. Did you communicate with any of the 

; police officers about your conversation? A T did. 

; 39 Q What police officer did you communicate with ? 
♦ 
t 

i 

i 

t 

f 
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A I communicated with—I tried to get Sergeant 
Crooke. I couldn’t. I got Sergeant Scott. 

Q All right. Now, prior to that occasion had anybody 
else been to your place? A Yes, there was. The first 
one came was Mrs. Johnson, which was on December the 
27 th, 1943. 

Q Did you have a conversation with her? A Yes, I 
did. 

i 

MR. MILLER. I object to the conversation. 

THE COURT. All right. For the moment I think 
that is proper. j 


MR. HEFLIN. I expect to prove by Officer Scott 
that Eva Ladrey admitted to him that she sent this Wom¬ 
an there. 


* * * # 


41 BY MR. HEFLIN: 

Q Let us come back for the time being ti the 
conversation that you had with the defendant Eva Ladrey 
on January the 6th. A On January the 6th, which was on 
a Thursday night, Eva Ladrey came to the house. | She 
said that she came in the place of Mrs. Johnson because 
Mrs. Johnson was ill and could not get there. 

Q All right. A I told her I wasn’t ready and I had to 
go to a union meeting. 

42 Q Yes? A She said that— 

Q What did she say then ? A She said that 
she would come back the next Friday night betweeij six 
and seven. 

Q All right. A Well,— 

Q Now, anything further you recall? A No. 

Q All right. Now, did she come back? A Yes, she 
did. 

Q The following night? A Yes, she did. 

Q And were you there? A I was. 


i 
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! Q Was there anybody else there at the same time? A 
Well, my grandmother was there, 
i Q Where was she? A In the kitchen. 

Q Was she in the room where this conversation took 
[place with her? A No, she was not. 

! Q All right. Was there anybody else there? A Serg¬ 
eant Scott and Detective Crooke was there, 
i Q And where were they? A In the kitchen. 

: Q And whereabouts in the kitchen, if you know? A 
[Well, you come into the bedroom and you lead into the 
}kitchen. They were standing right by the door, between 
the clothes. 

*43 Q And at that time I believe you stated prev- 
i iously you had a conversation with this defendant ? 

;A I did. 

j Q Eva Ladrey? A I did. 

f Q And what was that conversation ? A Well, when 
| she knocked on the door I told her she had to come in 
: because I didn’t quite understand what Mrs. Johson had 
J decided 'with Dr. Ladrey. She came in. She begin to tell 
ime about the conversation that Mrs. Johnson had with 
j Dr. Ladrey. 

Q What was that? What did she tell you? A She 
: told me that she had—Mrs. Johnson had been to see Dr. 

! Ladrey. Dr. Ladrey, she said to me, would cooperate with 
! me if I would go away. First I had to go to the District 
j Attorney, make a statement that I did not want to prose- 
j cute against Dr. Ladrey, and after I had made that state- 
1 ment, that she would give me—they would give me a hun- 
j dred dollars to go away with. She opened her pocketbook. 
| She did not take it out. All I know, it was an envelope, but 
< I can’t say what was in it, but she said it was a hundred 
• dollars. 

I Q Yes? A After I had got away they would give me 
j another hundred dollars plus the $60 T had to pay, if T 
i could stay away. 
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Q. When you are talking about $60 paid, what was it 
for? A That was for abortion charge. 

Q That is what you paid him? A Yes. 

Q All right, now. A I told her I can’t gp away 

44 and I have two children and a grandmothejr. She 
said, “Oh, that’ll be all right. They will bp taken 

care of. But you have to first go to the District Attorney,” 
and then she ups and says, she says, “You know, }ie was 
only doing this as a friendly gesture because your boy 
friend had came and told him that he was in trouble.” 

Well, then I told her, I say, “Well, how do 1 knoW that 
you are not framing with Dr. Ladrey?” 

And she said, “Oh, no; I don’t even know him.” 

Those are the words she told me. 

I 

Then she went ahead and told me, she said, “Well, if 
you don’t want to go tonight,” she said, “how aboitt com¬ 
ing in tomorrow night?” Tomorrow that following day, 
that was on Saturday. 

Well, after she said that, that’s the time that Sergeant 
Scott jumped in and asked her what she had said. 

MR. MILLER. What was that? 

THE WITNESS. She said, “Well, I’ll tell yop.” 
The COURT, Read it, Mr. Reporter. 

THE REPORTER (reading) : 

“Well, after she said that, that’s the time that' Serg¬ 
eant Scott jumped in and asked her what she had 
said. She said, ‘Well, I’ll tell you.’ ” 

BY MR. HEFLIN: 

I 

Q All right. A She said, “Ask Hazel.” He said, 
“No, I didn’t ask Hazel,” he went ahead and said. 

And she said, “My name is Mrs. Wilkins.” 

He said, “Aren’t you in with Dr. Ladrev?’f 

45 And I think, if I am not mistaken, she said. ‘‘Yes; 
he sent me here.” 

And it was then after that conversation was overj they 
went to the door to go out, and I run to the door hnd I 
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iold Sergeant Crooke that this lady had a hundred dollars 
.to give me to go away with, and then they went across 
the street. 

i .... 

j Thereupon 

§59 BERNARD D. CROOKE 

• 

♦ was called as a witness for and on behalf of the 
iUnited States and, having been first duly sworn, was ex¬ 
amined and testified as follows: 

• 

• DIRECT EXAMINATION 

60 BY MR. HEFLIN: 

Q State your full name, Officer, for the record? 

• A Bernard David Crooke. 

: Q You are a member of the Metropolitan Police De¬ 
partment? A I am. 

• Q A Detective Sergeant? A Yes. 

• Q How long have you been on the force, Officer? A It 
| will be 20 years next July 1st. 

Q Now, directing your attention to the early evening 
. or late afternoon of January 7 of this year, did you have 
occasion to go to premises 2310 Georgia Avenue, North¬ 
west? A I did. 

Q Did you go there alone or with somebody? A I was 
; accompanied by Sergeant Scott. 

| Q What time did you arrive at that address? A I 
j would say approximately about six p. m. Maybe a little 
‘after, about six fifteen. 

; Q What did you do after you arrived there? Wliere 
did you go and what did you do? A We were there for 
possibly fifteen or twenty minutes and a knock came on 
: the door and we went to the kitchen, went in the kitchen. 

Q In what room were you before you went to the kitch- 
i en? A Well, we vrere in the first room as you enter the 


i 

1 
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door. It was apparently used as a bedroom. They jhad a 
bed in there. 

61 Q In relation to the bedroom, where was the 
kitchen? A Well, it was right on the line with 
the bedroom. Otherwise you walk into the door frohi the 
south side of the room, you cross over to the north side 
of the bedroom and enter a door that leads into the kitchen 
—straight back. 

Q Who was in this room, this sitting room, or what¬ 
ever it was, there, when you left and went to the kitchen? 
A Hazel Queenan. 

Q Did you see or hear anyone come in the door or come 
into that room with her? A I heard someone. I didn’t 
see them come in the door. 

Q Did you hear any conversation with that person that 
came into the room and this complaining witness, Irlazel 
Queenan? A I did. Partly. I heard part of the conver¬ 
sation. 

Q What did you hear? A When she first can^e in 
she asked Hazel Queenan was she ready to go. 


THE COURT. Asked her what? 

THE WITNESS. If she was ready to go with her. 
There was quite a number of streetcars running up and 
down Georgia Avenue. I couldn’t get all the conversation 
which was carried on, but I heard her say in particular, 
in reference to wanting her to drop the charge against Dr. 
Ladrey, she offered her money to go; that she wanted her 
to be away at the time, and I also heard her in part say 
to Hazel Queenan, she said, “The amount of money—” 

MR. MILLER. Your Honor, let him say what 
62 was said. He is giving conclusions. 

THE COURT. Yes, try to recollect what was 
said, Officer. That is the way to testify about it; not your 
conclusions about the subject matter. 

THE WITNESS. I am testifying to what I cbuld 
hear between the clangings of the streetcars. 
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MB. HEFLIN. You are testifying to the conversa¬ 
tion exactly as you heard it? 

THE WITNESS. That is right. 

MR. HEFLIN. That is what I thought. 

THE COURT. Well, it was more in the narrative 
form. If you can recall what she said, do it to the best 
of your ability. 

THE WITNESS. 1 will try, your Honor. 

BY MR. HEFLIN: 

Q What else further did you hear? A Well, I heard 
her say that the money didn’t mean anything to Dr. Lad- 
rey, it would ruin him for life and I also heard her say, 
‘‘You know how they are. They go after a higher-up 
colored man harder. They try to drag him down in court. 

I heard her say that she would get the $60 back which she 
had paid to Dr. Ladrey and money to go away with, ex¬ 
pense money. 

Q All right. Now, did you find out shortly after that 
who was in that room talking with Hazel Queenan? A 
Yes; Sergeant Scott and I walked into the room. 

Q Whom did you find? A We found whom we later 
identified as Mrs. Ladrey, sitting over at the end of the 
table. Hazel Queenan was in the room. 

Q Did Sergeant Scott go in also? A He went 
63 in; yes, sir. 

Did you or Sergeant Scott there have a conver¬ 
sation with this defendant, Eva Ladrey? A Sergeant 
Scott asked her some questions. 

Q Do you recall what they were? A Yes. 

Q What were they? A When he first went in he said 
to Mrs. Ladrey, he asked her what she had just said to 
Hazel Queenan and she said—he asked her—Sergeant 
Scott said, “Now, I want you to tell me.” She hesitated 
and didn’t make any remarks. Then he asked her if Dr. 
Ladrey had sent her there a few minutes ago and if she 
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offered Hazel money not to prosecute Dr. Ladrey and 
money to go away with. Her answer to that was, “j?es, I 
did.” He then said to her, he said, “It looks as if you 
had got yourself in trouble now.” 

i 

She said, “Yes, it looks like I have.” He then asked 
her what her name was. She hesitated for a moment, and 
said, “Mrs. Wilkins.” He then asked her how she had 
come to that address, by what transportation. She said, 
“By streetcar.” He then told her that she was placed 
under arrest and he would have to have her go with us to 
headquarters. 

So, as we were coming out the front door he said, “We 
will look around and see if somebody is waiting for ^ t ou.” 
So we started across Georgia Avenue and Mrs. Ladrey 
said, My name isn’t Mrs. Wilkins. I am Dr. Ladrey’s wife.” 

So then she identified herself as Mrs. Ladrey, the wife of 
Dr. Ladrey. She said that the doctor had brought hkr up 
there to Georgia Avenue and Trumbull Street and we asked 
her where he was. She said he was waiting fc»r her 
64 around at 6th and Trumbull Street. 

So we went back and got in the police car and 
drove around to 6th and Trumbull Street and on the South¬ 
east corner of 6th and Trumbull Street Dr. Ladre^ was 
standing beside his automobile which was parked on the 
southeast corner. 

Sergeant Scott got out and had some conversation. I 
just don’t know what passed between him and Dr. Ladrey. 
I was driving the car. Dr. Ladrey got in the car and we 
proceeded from there to headquarters. 

Q Now, was the defendant, Eva Ladrey, searched kfter 
she was arrested? A At police headquarters. Oh the 
way down there Sergeant Scott said to Dr. Ladrey-i-told 
him what Mrs. Ladrey told us, and he admitted he had 
brought her to Georgia Avenue and Trumbull Street and 
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let her out of the car, but he didn’t know what she was 
going to do or where she was going. 

Then he made the remark that it was all a frame-up, 
after Sergeant Scott had told him the conversation which 
Mrs. Ladrey had had with Hazel Queenan. After we got 
down at the office Mrs. Ladrey was sitting at a desk. Serg¬ 
eant Scott asked her how much money she had on her. 
She said, “Probably two or three dollars and some 
change”. He said, “Would you mind my looking in your 
pocket book?” She said, “No,” and she handed him the 
pocketbook and he opened it up and pulled out an envelope 
which contained one hundred dollars in bills. 

• * • # 

69 We had a conversation with Mrs. Ladrey about 
that Mrs. Johnson after she was placed under arrest. 
We asked her who Mrs. Johnson was and she said that 
Mrs. Johnson—she would rather not expose her. “She 
was just doing us a friendly gesture.” That was her re¬ 
mark to that question. 

• • • • 

BY MR. MILLER: 

Q You say that on the way down to police headquar¬ 
ters that Dr. Ladrey told you he took his wife up to near 
this place but he didn’t know where she was going. A He 
said he left her off at Georgia Avenue and Trumbull Street, 
but he didn’t know where she was going, or what she was 
going to do. 


70 Thereupon 


EDGAR E. SCOTT 

was called as a witness for and on behalf of the United 
States and, having been first duly sworn was examined 
and testified as follows: 



DIRECT EXAMINATION 


BY MR. HEFLIN: 

I 

Q Will you state your full name, Officer, for the record? 
A Edgar E. Scott. 

Q You are a member of the Metropolitan Police iforce? 
A Yes, sir. 

Q And I believe, a Detective Sergeant, are you not? 
A Yes. 

Q How long have you been on the force, Officer? 
A Fourteen years. 

Q Directing your attention to January 7th of this|year, 
did you have occasion to go to 2310 Georgia Ayenue, 
Northwest? A Yes, sir. 

Q Did you go with anyone, or alone? A I went} with 
Sergeant Crooke. 

Q About what time did you arrive there? A About 
six p.m. 

Q Who was present at that address when you first 
arrived? Who did you first see there? A Hazel Queenan 
and, I believe, her grandmother was in the back room jbere. 

Q What did you do after you had some conversation 
with this Hazel Queenan? A We went into the 
71 kitchen. It was a two-room apartment. We went 
into the kitchen and placed ourselves near the door 
leading from the kitchen to the front room or bedroom, 
where Hazel Queenan was, near the entrance. 

The entrance from the hall leads into a door of the 
first room where Hazel Queenan was and we went into 
the rear room near the door leading from the first i-oom 
to the rear room and where we could hear any conversa¬ 
tion that might take place in this room where Hazel Queen¬ 
an was. 

Q Did some one come into that room where llazel 
Queenan was while you were at the door in the kitchen? 
A Yes, sir. 



Q Did you hear a conversation between Hazel Queenan 
and this party who came into that room? A I did. 

Q Tell us now just what conversation you heard be¬ 
tween these two persons? A I heard the party that 
came in talking to Hazel Queenan. She said that she had 
come to make arrangements with her to go over to Dr. 
Ladrey’s house. That Dr. Ladrey had sent her there 
and that he wanted her to come over there and make ar¬ 
rangements to drop the charges that had been placed 
against him in an abortion case. That the reason he had per¬ 
formed this abortion was because her friend came to see him 
and told him that he was in trouble; that he was a maried 
man, and didn’t want to break up his home, and that was 
why the doctor had performed this abortion; and that lie 
wanted her to come over to his place; and that he had plenty 
of money; and that he would pay her the $G0 that she had 
given to him at the time of the abortion, and would pay her 
expenses to go away, and that she was to sign papers and 
go to the District Attorney’s office and have the case 
dropped. 

72 Q Now, what took place at the end of the conver¬ 
sation that you heard there? What did you do then? 
A Well, at the end of the conversation I heard Hazel say 
that she didn’t see why she should go and cooperate with 
this Dr. Ladrey, and about that time I stepped into the 
room. 

Q When you stepped into the room, whom did you see 
there? A I saw the defendant over here, the lady. 

Q Was anybody else there other than this defendant 
and Hazel Queenan? A Just the two, Hazel Queenan 
and this defendant. 

Q Now, what did you do then, Officer? A I told her 

that— 

Q When you refer to her— A I told the defendant, 
Mrs. Ladrey, we were from police headquarters and asked 
her what her name was. She said, ‘ 1 Mrs. Wilkins. ’ ’ I said, 




“Now, Dr. Ladrey sent you up here, is that right, tio make 
arrangements for this girl to drop the case?” She said, 
“That is right.” I said, “Well, I heard you offer her 
$60 and expenses to go away if she would drop this case, 
is that right?” She said, “Yes.” I said, “Well, then, 
you got yourself in trouble.” She said, “Yes, I Joiow I 
have.” 

I 

I asked her, “How did you get up here?” She said, “I 
came on the streetcar.” So I said, “Well, you wi^l have 
to go with us” and we started out the front door. 
73 Before we got to our car I said, “Let’s walk around 
the corner here,” because I had taken a look jup and 
down the street to see if anybody was there thjit had 
brought her to the place I wanted to walk around the 
corner of 6th and Trumbull Street—Trumbull Street cuts 
into Georgia Avenue there. As we started around the 
corner she said, “Well, I will tell you, I am Mrs. Ladrey,” 
and she said, “Dr. Ladrey is waiting at 6th and Trtimbull 
for me.” 

So we went around to 6th and Trumbull and s^w Dr. 
Ladrey standing near an automobile. Then I got qut and 
I said to Dr. Ladrey to get in our car and he did. We drove 
toward headquarters and after -we got into the car, I said, 
“Doctor, Mrs. Ladrey has told us that you sent her up 
here and—or that you brought her up here and sent her 
in this house to get this girl to drop the charges, apd she 
has told us that she offered her money and we heard her 
offer the money. Is that true?” 

He said, “Yes, I did bring her up here,” but hd says, 
“I didn’t know what she was going to do and I didn’t 
know where she was going.” Then he added that th^s was 
all a frame-up. 

I 

* • * • 

i 

76 Q Officer Scott, I believe at the time we recessed 
you were relating a conversation that you had with 
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one or both of these defendants at police headquarters. 
Now let me ask you, now, if that conversation about which 
you were testifying occurred that same night after the ar¬ 
rest. A Yes, sir. 

Q About what time was it at night, if you recall, Of¬ 
ficer! A Shortly after 7 p. m., around 7 p.m. 

Q And about w T hat time was it that you arrested these 
two defendants ? A Well, before 7. 

Q Well, now go ahead and tell us what that conversa¬ 
tion was you were starting on. A I asked the defendant 
Mrs. Ladrey who was this Mrs. Johnston, if she knew, 
that had been to this house previous to her; and she said, 
“Well, I don’t want to tell who she is because she was 
doing a friendly gesture for us when she went 
77 there.’’ I asked her if she would let me see her 
pocketbook. She said, “Yes.” She handed me the 
pocketbook, and I asked her how much money she had in 
there, and she said, “I have several bills, just two or three 
dollars and some change.” 

I said, “You have no other bills?” 

She said no, and T looked through the pocketbook and T 
found an envelope with $100 in it. 

MR. HEFLIN. Will you mark this envelope Govern¬ 
ment Exhibit 2? I think the indictment was 1. 

(An envelope was marked Government Exhibit No. 

2 for identification.) 

BY MR. HEFLIN: 

Q Officer Scott, will you take a look at Government’s 
Exhibit for identification No. 2 and the contents, and see 
if you can identify the envelope and the contents? A Yes, 
sir. That is the envelope and the money that I referred to. 

Q That you took from the— A That I took from the 
defendant Mrs. Ladrey. 

Q How do you identify the money? A I marked the 
money and the envelope with my initials. 
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m Q Put your initials on each one of the bills also? j A I 
did. 

MR. HEFLIN. I offer this in evidence. 

MR. MILLER. I object to it, but I would like to ask 
one question of the officer. 

THE COURT. Why, certainly. j 

BY MR. MILLER: 

i 

Q Officer, you never put these people und^r ar- 
78 rest until you found the money and the envelope, 
isn’t that the truth, at headquarters? A Np, sir. 
I arrested the defendant Mrs. Ladrey at 2310 Georgia Ave¬ 
nue, and the defendant Dr. Ladrey at Sixth and Trumbull 
Street, Northwest, previous to that. 

MR. MILLER. I have no objection. 

THE COURT. Admitted. 

i 

(Envelope heretofore marked Government Exhibit 

No. 2 for identification was received in evidence.) 

BY MR. HEFLIN: 

I 

Q Did you have any conversation with her further 
about the money? A Yes. I said, “What did you have 
this $100 here”—counted the money. It was a huhdred 
dollars. I said, “What did you have this money in the 
envelope for?” 

She said, “Well, I had that $100; I was keeping that 
for someone, and that’s how I happened to have tha^:.” 

Q Did you have any further conversation with her 
there about any matter? A Yes. 

Q Of the pocketbook? A Yes, sir. In looking through 
the pocketbook I found a written note in there— 

MR. HEFLIN. Mark this Government—Just a min¬ 
ute, Officer. 

THE WITNESS. —with reference to the other case. 

MR. HEFLIN. —3. 

MR. MILLER. Your Honor, I object to that, j 
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THE COURT. Well, would you read what the 
witness just said? I am afraid I didn’t catch it. 

THE REPORTER (reading): 

“Yes, sir. In looking through the pocketbook I 
found a written note in there with reference to the 
other case.” 

MR. MILLER. We object. 

THE COURT. I don’t know whether that is admis¬ 
sible or not. I will see. 

MR. HEFLIN. I will allow the language to go out 
with reference to the other case. Found a written note. 


Motion of Defendants To Withdraw A Juror. 

MR. MILLER. So there will be no misunderstanding, 
I ask your Honor to withdraw a juror for the improper 
statement of the police officer when he stated, in the 
presence of your Honor and this jury, that it had refer¬ 
ence to the other case. 

THE COURT. Well, there has already been refer¬ 
ence made in this case to another case that I take it is 
the pending abortion action, and it is not error to mention 
that case in this case because this grows out of that. Now, 
if that is what is meant by “the other case,” the reference 
itself is not error. But I don’t know what it says, and 
therefore I don’t know whether to admit it. 

MR. HEFLIN. You mean, admit the answer of the 
officer? 

THE COURT. No: T mean the instrument itself. 

MR. HEFLIN. I haven’t offered it yet, your Honor. 

THE COURT. T understand you haven’t, but there 
was some objection made, and I am trying to explain 
what my thought was on the law that is applicable. 

(A longhand note was marked Government Ex¬ 
hibit No. 3 for identification.) 


80 




27 


BY MR. HEFLIN: 

I 

Q Now, Officer, I show you Government Exhibit for 
identification No. 3 and ask you, is that the note about 
which you have been testifying? A That is. 

Q Did you have a conversation with her about this 
note? A I did. 

Q What was it? A I asked her if that— 

MR. MILLER. Same objection, if your Honor please. 

THE COURT. Let me see that. 

(Government Exhibit No. 3 for identification was 
handed to the Court.) 

j 

MR. HEFLIN. I will offer it in evidence, your Htjrnor, 
and— 

THE COURT. 1 know, but he is testifying aboht it 
first now, and I want to see what it is. 

Well, I do not think the connection has yet been made 
specifically to admit it, but if something she says about 
it connects it up, why, then it is admissible. 

Go ahead and interrogate him. 

MR. HEFLIN. Your Honor, you mean to say that as 
it stands it is not admissible? 

MR. MILLER. Now wait just a minute. What the 
Court— 

THE COURT. Yes, I have made my ruling. You 
can interrogate the witness what the defendant sai(ji to 
him about the matter, and then I will determine whether 
to admit it or not. 

I 

81 BY MR. HEFLIN: 

Q Officer, did you have any conversation \jrith 
either of these defendants about this note? A I ha4 a 
conversation with the defendant Mrs. Ladrey in the pres¬ 
ence of the other defendant. 

Q And what did Mrs. Ladrey say about this note? 
A Mrs. Ladrey said that she had written that not^ in 
her own handwriting. It was—she said it was in her Own 
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handwriting, that she was the one that wrote it; and I 
asked her why did she have this note, and she said that 
the girl had propositioned her and that’s what she had 
this note, that the girl had propositioned her to give her 
the money and that’s why she had the note, but that she 
did not intend to have— 

Q Which girl had propositioned her? Did she say? 
A The Queenan girl. 

Q All right. A But that she did not intend to have 
the girl sign it. 

MR. HEFLIN. I offer this in evidence, your Honor. 

THE COURT. All right. Do you want— 

MR. MILLER. We object to it. 

THE COURT, mat? 

MR. MILLER. We will object to it. There is nothing 
that he has said in this, in his testimony, with reference to 
any other case. 

THE COURT. Read it. Have you read it? 

MR. MILLER. No, I haven’t. 

THE COURT. Well, you better read it. 

(The paper referred to was examined by Mr. Miller.) 

MR. MILLER. Did your Honor read it? 

82 THE COURT. Yes, I read it. 

MR. MILLER. Can we come up there? 

THE COURT. Yes. 

(Counsel for both sides approached the bench and 

conferred with the Court, in a low tone of voice, as 

follows:) 

MR. MILLER. It says nothing about the doctor. 
Blank. 

THE COURT. Well, but she is on trial. I think 
under this witness’s testimony about it it is material. 

MR. MILLER. It is what? 

THE COURT. It is material. 

MR. MILLER. Well, we object to it, but— 


THE COURT. Why? 

MR. MILLER. On the grounds that it don y t—he 
said he was going to show that it was discussing about 
this case. It says—the note is blank; it does not say the 
doctor. If it said that it was Dr. Ladrey we would have 
no objections to it. 

THE COURT. That is a note, but in the circum^taces 
in the picture it is admissible. 

MR. MILLER. Well, for the sake of the record; may 
our objection be noted? 

THE COURT. Certainly. I will admit it over the 
objection. 

(At the conclusion of the foregoing conference 
counsel returned to the trial table, and the trial pro¬ 
ceeded as follows: ) 

(The witness, having left the stand, resumed the 
stand.) 

THE COURT. I didn’t understand what you said, 
Sergeant, about its being written by somebody and 
83 in somebody’s handwriting. I mean I was a little 
confused over what the answer was, or I didn’t 
clearly understand what you said. What did you say 
about that? 

THE WITNESS. I said the defendant Mrs. Ladrey 
said that she—it was in her handwriting, that she had— 
THE COURT. It was in her handwriting? 

THE WITNESS. Yes. She had written the note 
herself. 

THE COURT. All right. 

BY MR. HEFLIN: 

Q I notice this language here on the back of it. Did 
you inquire as to whose handwriting that was in? A Yes, 
sir. 

Q What conversation did you have with either of the 
defendants about that? A I asked the defendant Mrs. 
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Ladrey if she wrote all of this on both sides, and she said 
yes. I asked her if Dr. Ladrey wrote any of it, and she 
said no. 

MR. HEFLIN. May I have this in? 

THE COURT. It is admitted in evidence. 

(Longhand note heretofore marked Government’s 
Exhibit 3 for identification, was received in evi¬ 
dence.) 

MR. HEFLIN. May I read it to the jury at this time? 
THE COURT. Yes. 

MR HEFLIN, (reading): 

“I prefer”— 

In parentheses there—I will pass it to you later: “wish 
—that the charges made against”— 

A blank line there. 

84 —“be dropped. I made several misstatements 
against him. Ido not want to be tried for perjury. 

So I am asking you to drop the matter please. 

“I thank vou.” 

•> 

* • • • 

Q Officer, when did you first learn the identity of the 

defendant Eva Ladrey? A When I was going from 2310 

Georgia Avenue to onr car I suggested that we would 

walk around the corner because I wanted to see who might 

have brought her there; and when we started around the 

corner towards Sixth and Trumbull was when she told 

me that she was Mrs. Ladrev. 

•/ 

Q Had she at any time before that, that evening, given 
you any other name? A Yes, sir. 

_ * 

Q What was that? A She gave me the name of Wilk¬ 
ins. She said, “I’m Mrs. Wilkins.” 

Q And when and where was that? A When I 

85 came out of the kitchen inside of the house on 
Georgia Avenue and asked her her name, she said 

her name was Mrs. Wilkins. 
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Q Officer, as best you can approximate, how long a time 
elapsed from the time that this defendant Eva Ladrey 
came into the house there on Georgia Avenue and your 
arrival at the automobile with her where the husband was 
standing? A About fifteen minutes; could be twenty; 
between fifteen and twenty minutes. 

i 

« * • • 

87 EDGAK E. SCOTT 

i 

* * * * 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 

* • # * 

91 Q Yes. Now, you asked him did he know any¬ 
thing about his wife going up there, and what did he 

tell you? What did you tell me a while ago he said, or tell 
the jury a while ago what he said? He denied that he knew 
anything about her going up; isn’t that the truth ? A No; 
he said he brought her there. 

Q No. I am saying, didn’t he deny to you that he knew 
where she was going or the purpose of her leaving his 
car? Didn’t you tell that in this record a while ^go? 
(indicating) ? A Yes, I said that he said he brought her 
there but he didn’t know where she was going or whatj she 
was going to do. 

i 

# • # • 

I 

92 Q Yes, sir. And at headquarters he never did 
say to you, in presence of the other officer or any¬ 
body, that he knew that his wife was going up to this 
place; isn’t that the truth? A He didn’t say, the why I 
heard it, that he knew she was going there. 

Q That he didn’t? A To the house. 

Q No, no, brother. A That he did not know where 
she was going. 

THE COURT. I think you both are getting confilsed 
over the thing. He says he understands—did say ‘‘did 
not,” and you are asking him did he say he didn’t know. 
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MR. MILLER. Did not know. Didn’t he. 

THE COURT. Did hear the doctor say that he did 
not know what his wife was doing or where she was going 
after he brought her up. 

BY MR. MILLER: 

Q Isn’t that right? A That’s what he said; yes, sir. 

• • * * 

96 DR. HENRY M. LADREY 

one of the defendants, was called as a witness on 
behalf of the defendants and, having been first duly sworn, 
was examined and testified as follows: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. MILLER: 

Q Doctor, will you give me your name and ad- 

97 dress? A Henry Milton Ladrey. 

MR. MILLER. Can you hear him over here 
(addressing jurors) ? 

THE WITNESS. Henry Milton Ladrey. 

BY MR. MILLER: 

Q Where do you live, Doctor? A I reside at 327 
North Henry Street, Alexandria, Virginia. 

Q Hovr long have you been over there? A I have been 
living there for the past five years. 

Q How long have you been a member of your profes¬ 
sion? A 12 years, sir. 

Q 12 years? And you have practiced over there and 
in the District too? A Both places. 

Q Both places. This is your wife (indicating) ? A Yes, 
sir. 

Q How long have you been married, Doctor? A In 
the tenth year, sir. 

Q Tenth year? A Yes. 
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Q Now, will you tell Mr. Justice Morris and the jury 
and my young friend over here: On this evening in ques¬ 
tion, that is, on the 7th of the month, did you drive your 
wife up or near this place? A No, sir. 

Q Now will you tell me just what happened, if you * 
remember it, on the 12th—on the 7th: where you wer^ go¬ 
ing and what— A On the 7th, of course, op the 
98 —at five o’clock I had a call by Mrs. Long, iwho 

asked me to come to treat her. 

Q Is she here today? A She is here in the courtroom, 
yes. j 

Q All right, sir. A Because she had a sprained ankle. 
She had sprained her ankle, and I told her I woul^ be 
there after office hours, and office hours was about I six- 
thirty or six-fifteen, and I went to see her at that time, 
six-thirty, and I parked my car. As I recall, you han’t 
park on Georgia Avenue just around Corby’s becaus^ the 
pit is situated there. Accordingly I parked the car i^ the 
hospital, on the grounds, just on Sixth, and I left tjiere 
and I went to treat Mrs. Long. I expected my wife tq see 
me about six-thirty. She has a key to the car. And when 
I got to the car and I didn’t see my wife, of course, I took 
it for granted that she might have gone up to the uni¬ 
versity because as a rule she does that. 

Well, I drove up to the university, and I didn’t see her, 
so I came back on College Street and then down Sixth, and 
then I went and parked on Trumbull Street in front of the 
Tubercular Annex, and just as I was about parking there 
this taxicab driver came right up with his taxicab and 
smashed into the right fender of my—the left fender of 
my car, and we were out there arguing about this damige. 
There were quite a few people out there. There was hlso 
a police officer out there talking with us; and just ps I 
wrote the name and address of this taxicab driver down, 
these two officers drove up with my wife in the officers’ iar. 
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He leaned over from the car and he said, “Doctor, we 
meet again.’’ 

And as he said that, I looked up and I saw Officer 
99 Scott. My wife was in the rear of the car, and she 
beckoned to me. He also beckoned to me. And as 
they did that, I turned and I said, “Excuse me,” to the 
men; and I asked them what was wrong. 

And he said, “Come on in. Come on in.” 

So I turned around and I locked my car, and I got in 
the car with them, and when I got in the car I said to Officer 
Scott, “Now, what’s the charge?” 

And he said, “The charge is bribery.” 

I said, “The charge is bribery? I didn’t bribe anyone.” 

He said, “Yes, you sent your wife there to bribe Hazel 
Queenan.” 

I said, “Well, I didn’t send my wife anywhere.” 

He said, “Yes, you did.” 

I said, “Well, I didn’t.” 

And he said, “Well, you are no man at all, sending 
your wife to bribe the girl.” 

I said, “Well, I didn’t send my wife anywhere.” And 
he was bullying me then. Of course, I kept quiet because 
I saw what his object was. When we got to police head¬ 
quarters, just as I was going on the elevator, I said, “This 
is a damn dirty frame-up.” Those were my words. 

• * • • 

102 BY MK. HEFLIN: 

Q Now, what time did you leave your house that 
evening? A My office. 

Q To go to the hospital. A My office. It was about 
six-twenty. 

Q You left at about six-twenty? A Six-twenty. 

Q And where was your wife at the time you left and 
went to the hospital? A That I wouldn’t know, sir. 

Q What? Where were you at the time? A I left my 
office and I went to the gas station to have some work done 
on my car. 
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MR .MILLER. Talk a little louder. 

THE COURT. Talk a little louder. 

THE WITNESS. I went to the gas station to have 
some works—to have my car serviced. 

BY MR. HEFLIN: 

Q What’s the last time that afternoon—if you did see 
your wife, what’s the hour that you saw her? A ’ijVell, 
I didn’t see her until she was arested by the officers. 

Q No part of that afternoon of January the 7th jthat 
you— A No, sir; we don’t see each other like that- 

Q You didn’t. Does she work anywhere? A Yes, 
sir; she works at the Department of Justice. 

Q And what time does she get off from work? A She 
usually—at that time she did; she was in the habit of get¬ 
ting off at about four-thirty. 

Q Are you positive of that? A That I wouldn'jt be 
sure, about that. 

Q That’s the best of your recollection? A Yes. 

Q And do you know how she happened to bring the 
officers around to Sixth and Trumbull Street when 1 she 
was arrested? 

MR. MILLER. I object to that. 

THE WITNESS. How is that? 

MR. HEFLIN. I said if he knows. 

MR. MILLER. I object to it. How does he know, 
without he is a prestidigitator I object to that. Doe& he 
know something that his wife— 

THE COURT. No, Mr. Miller. I think it is 
104 very material as to whether he knew what his yv-ife 
was doing. I mean that is a matter of not his 
wife’s culpability, if at all, but his own. 

MR. MILLER. Well, he has testified he didn’t see 
her, and if he couldn’t see her between the hours of mid¬ 
day and the time they were arrested, he certainly couldn’t 
be there to know what his wife was doing, I respectfully 
say, your Honor. 
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THE COURT. Well, I don’t know whether he knows 
it or not. He may certainly answer whether he did or not. 
MR. MILLER. All right. 

MR. HEFLIN. Could you answer the question? 

MR. MILLER. Read the question. 

THE WITNESS. I said— 

THE COURT. Better read the question. We have 
had this discussion. 

THE REPORTER (reading): 

‘ ‘ Question. And do you know how she happened to 
bring the officers around to Sixth and Trumbull Street 
when she was arrested?” 

THE WITNESS. I don’t—if she brought them there. 
She did not. 

BY MR. HEFLIN: 

Q She didn’t bring the officers around to Sixth and 
Trumbull Street where you were? A No. In driving 
through there they saw me there, because I had an accident 
there and the car was there. We had a group of men there. 
There was also a police officer there. And it wasn’t on 
Trumbull Street; it was on Sixth. 

Q And you deny that the officers brought her around 
to where you were? 

106 THE WITNESS. Well, that’s true. They were 
passing. 

BY MR. HEFLIN. 

Q Where were they going? A They were heading 
toward Fourth from Sixth, and they were driving pretty 
fast, but just because they saw the accident they stopped, 
and they saw me, of course, in the crowd. 

Q And they -were not coming around there to see you? 
A Not definitely so. 

MR. MILLER. I object to the answer. 

THE COURT. Yes. 

MR. HEFLIN. So far as you know. 


I dpn’t 

I 

I 

Doctor, 


Q What was the first conversation you had with either 
one of the police officers? A When they beckoned to me 
and I got in the car, Officer Scott—I said to Officer Scptt, 
“Now, what’s the charge?” That’s just the questioh I 
asked him. 

Q And at the time before he stopped, they were gqing 
by you fast? A They were going by me, sir. 

Q How fast would you say they were going? A Oh, 
well, they were going at a normal speed there, about 
107 20 miles per hour. 

Q Did they go past you and then stop, or flid 
they— A They were slightly ahead of me. 

Q Going in the same direction as your car was headed? 
A That would be—yes. 

Q And that was off of Georgia Avenue? A It wasfi’t 
on Georgia Avenue at all. 

Q Off of Georgia Avenue on Trumbull Street? A It 
■was on Trumbull Street in front of the Tubercular Annex 
at Freedmen’s Hospital. 

Q All right. And that’s off of Georgia Avenue, isn’t 
it? A Well, that’s some distance from Georgia Aventie. 

Q How far? A Oh, I would say about 120 yards! 

Q Is it as much as a block? A It was a block anc| a 
few yards over. 

Q Tt was a block and a few yards over? A Yes, sir. 


MR. MILLER. Wait a minute. 

THE COURT. I will sustain that because 
think— 

MR. HEFLIN. I say, so far as he knows. 
MR. MILLER. I object. Just a minute, 
please. 

THE COURT. I will sustain that objection. 


BY. MR. HEFLIN. 
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Q All right. And when, that day, was the last time you 
saw your wife? A Oh, in the morning, was about, per¬ 
haps about eight o’clock, seven thirty. 

Q And did you at any time prior to your arrest see 
this paper (indicating) government’s Exhibit 3? A No, 
sir. 

Q What? A No, sir. 

Q You don’t know when or where that was writ- 
108 ten? A No, sir. 

Q Don’t know anything about it? A No, sir. 

Q Had you had any conversation with your wife about 
your abortion case that was pending here in court? A 
No, because I told her once before that I could take care 
of it at any time. She said—hasn’t discussed it with me. 
I said, “It’s not necessary to discuss it.” So we didn’t 
discuss it. 

MR. MILLER. Doctor, talk louder. It is right hard 
for me. 

THE WITNESS. Oh, pardon me. We did not discuss 
it. 

BY. MR. HEFLIN. 

Q Didn’t discuss it? A No, sir. 

Q What did she ever say to you about it? A Well, 
I just said we never discussed it. The first time she saw 
it in the newspapers that was around the Christmas holi¬ 
days, and she spoke to me about it, and I said— 

Q What did she say to you? A She just said, “I 
saw this in the paper. Why didn’t you tell me about it?” 

I said, “Well, it is not necessary to discuss it with me.” 

Q And you never said anything to her about it? A 
No, sir; we never. 

Q Did she insist on your making any explanation or 
anything? A No. 

Q When did she next discuss it with you, if at all? A 
Not at all, sir. 
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109 Q That was all that was ever said about that’ A 
Yes, that was all. 

Q Now, I believe you stated that you left your office 
about—I don’t recall. Six twenty that evening? A About 
that time, sir. 

Q And where is your office located? A 220 N Street, 
Northwest. 

Q And you went from there over to see a Mrs. Lbng? 
A Yes, sir. 

Q And how long were you over at Mrs. Long’s address? 
A Perhaps about fifteen or twenty minutes. 

Q And what did you do while you were there?! A 
Well, I examined the injury. J 

Q What kind of in jury was it ? A She had a sprained 
ankle, I think the left—left foot. I am not sure. Bijit I 
did give her a prescription for liniment and instructed 
her to rub, and gave her something to relieve pain. 

Q Did you have that, those remedies with you? A I 
wrote a prescription; wrote a prescription, sir. 

Q All right. And then where did you go after you left 
her? A Well, I drove to the hospital. I 

Q Which hospital? A I mean my car was parked at 
the hospital, at Freedmen’s Hospital, just—it was on Sixth 
just above Trumbull. And I didn’t see my wife, as it yas 
her custom to go to the car and wait for me. You see, ^he 
has a key to the car. So I got in the car and I drove up 
to Howard University, believing that she might be 

110 up there, but she wasn’t up there. And of coursfe T 
drove around on College Street. That is a smhll 

street above Trumbull, between Trumbull and Howard 
University. I drove around there and I didn’t see her. 
Then I came down, and I said of course she might dot 
have got here yet. Then I went on Sixth, but you know it 
was visiting hours at the time. It was hard to get a park¬ 
ing space, so I just edged in at the place on Trumbdll 
Street in front of the Tuberculosis Annex; and just as I 
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was about to park there, this fellow came up in his taxi¬ 
cab and smacked into me. 

Q Was there injury done to your car? A Oh, yes. 
The damage is still on the car, because I have kept it as 
evidence. 

Q And did you do anything about it? A Well, as I 
said, the police officer was there, and we were going to do 
something about it. 

Q Did you make any charges or do anything about it 
at all? A The fellow told the officer that he would take 
care of it. Therefore I began to write his name and ad¬ 
dress down, when these officers drove up with my wife. 

Q Well, how long were you driving around there in 
your automobile? A I just drove around once, sir. Just 
once. 

Q How long did it take you to do the driving that you 
did after— A Well, I couldn’t determine that. It wasn’t 
very long, but I drove slowly up Howard. I stopped up 
there for a few minutes and looked around, and then I 
didn’t see her, and then I came back down. 

Ill Q And you didn’t know anything about where 
your wife was or where she was going or what she 
was doing? A No, but she always meet there just off 
the Emergency Department of Freedmen’s Hospital and 
I always— 

Q Do you have regular hours for going to Freedmen’s 
Hospital? A No, sir. I go there sometimes. I mean I 
have regular hours, but— 

Q Do you go there every day? A Not every day. 
I go there sometimes in the clinic. 

Q And your wdfe usually meets you there? A Some 
evenings when she gets there, sir. 

Q Does she meet you by arrangement, or does she come 
by there? A Usually by arrangement. 

Q Did she have any arrangement to meet you there that 
evening? A That evening, yes, sir, because, strange to 
say, that evening I did know I was going to see Mrs. Mar- 
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shall at the hospital that evening. Mrs. Marshall has 'six 
months to live. 

Q Then, when I asked you awhile ago if you knew why 
your wife came along, you said no, didn’t you? A I 
never told you that, sir. 

Q You didn’t? A No. 

Q All right. You didn’t testify that you didn’t know 
why your wife came around there looking for you? A 
Well, the meaning perhaps you are trying to imply is 
different to what I really honestly meant. 

# # * ♦ 

112 Q Did you understand w T hat I meant awhile ajgo 
when I asked you if you knew how your wife hap¬ 
pened to come around there looking for you? A Wellj if 
1 had known my wife was going to see the girl, I woijild 
have stopped her because I knew she w^ould become the 
victim of a diabolical conspiracy aimed at trapping lier 
and making her commit crime and make us become ostra¬ 
cized by all of our friends and associates. 

113 Q So you knew nothing about it? A No, sir. 

Q' And your wife is the one who concocted this 

story? A She was talked into going there by a schem¬ 
ing woman. 

Q How do you know it was a scheming woman? A 
Because I know it must have been a scheme to get her 
there. 

Q Where did you get that information, that a scheming 
woman got her to go there? A A person, when they are 
vindictive, they will hurt you. When they hate you flor 
various reasons, they will do anything to you. 

Q Did you tell your wife about this woman being vin¬ 
dictive? A No, because she didn’t know anything aboiit 
it 

Q You thought she was a vindictive woman, didn’t yoi? 
A Y es, sir. 
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Q Why didn’t you explain that to your wife? A It 
wasn’t necessary because I didn’t know about my wife 
going there to see this vindictive woman. 

Q You didn’t discuss the case with her? A No. 

ALB. MILLER. That is five times he has said no, your 
Honor. I don’t think he should pursue it any further. 

THE COURT. Go ahead. 

BY MR. HEFLIN. 

Q Did you know anything about this one hundred dol¬ 
lars? A No, sir, I didn’t. 

Q You didn’t know anything about that? A 

114 No. 

* • • * 

BY AIR. HEFLIN. 

Q Do you have a bank account here? A I have a 
Post Office account here. 

Q A Postal Savings account? A Yes. 

Q Does your wife have a bank account? A Surely. 
Q What bank? A I don’t know that. 

Q You don’t know where she keeps her money? A I 

don’t know anything about my wife’s financial affairs. 

• * • • 

115 Q Do you know whether or not your wife has 
any money? A I know she has money, but I really 

don’t know where she keeps her money, because we never 
discussed those affairs. 

Q You don’t know anything about her bank account? 
A No. 

Q Do you know how much money she has? A I could¬ 
n’t tell you right now. 

Q Are there times when you did know how much she 
had? A I have never during my period of almost ten 
years questioned my wife about her money. 

Q Did she ever voluntarily tell you how much she had, 
where she was keeping it and what she was doing with it? 
A My wife has never discussed that with me. 

• • • t 
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11U Q Now, since this came up have you discussed 
with your wife anything about the case? A Well, na¬ 
turally; I mean a man and his wife would, naturally speak 
of something about—concerning the case. 

Q That is, this case? A Of course, we would speak 
of it. 

Q Do you attribute any more importance to this case 
than the abortion case with which you are charged? A 1 
didn’t attribute anything because I really didn’t know wlhat 
I had done in this case. I know I was arrested at night, 
and it seemed foolish to have arrested me when I didn’t do 

I 

anything. 

Q Did you interrogate your wife about what she was 
doing that night, when you didn’t meet her? A Well, 
she met me just at the time I began to wonder. She piet 
me in the company of the two officers. 

Q Have you talked to her about that since? 

MR. MILLER. We object to that. 

MR. HEFLIN. I think your witness will have to 
object to that. 

THE COURT. No. I will let his counsel object for 
him. I will sustain the objection on the ground of the mari¬ 
tal relation. 

* # • « 

130 MR. HEFLIN. I am. j 

THE COURT. That leaves us then only the 

problem of what instructions I should give the jury \^ith 
respect to statements made by the spouse and Kvife wh^ch 
constitute the alleged offense as distinct from any ad¬ 
missions against interest or any statements against 

131 her spouse’s interest in his absence: is that cor¬ 
rect? 

* # * • 

132 THE COURT. I have gone into this matter 
myself. It didn’t take very long to come to a conclu¬ 
sion. The statements we are talking about are statements 
made by one of the co-defendants out of the presence of 
the other. 
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Now, there is no question in my mind that statements of 
a narrative character are not admissible as against the 
party that was not present. Neither is there any question 
in my mind that statements made by one of the co-defen¬ 
dants constituting a part of the res gestae are admissi¬ 
ble. 

133 Of course, it must be shown in order to convict 
the absent defendant, that he encouraged and pro¬ 
cured or aided in the commission of the offense, but the 
objections to the statements of the co-defendant, assuming 
such statements were made, that constitute the act of 
bribery or attempted bribery, are part of the res gestae 
and as such are an exception to the hearsay rule and there¬ 
fore they are admissible. 

It is just as simple as that, according to the way I look 
at it. 

* * • • 

134 MR. McMENAMIN. They are admissible in 
evidence, but only to be used against the party mak¬ 
ing them. 

THE COURT. No. They are admissible in evidence 
as proof of the crime. Now as to whether or not the ab¬ 
sent defendant aided or encouraged or participated in the 
commission of the crime, that depends on all the evidence 
in the case. 

MR. MILLER. I am sorry we disagree with your 
Honor. 

THE COURT. Well, I respect your disagreement and 
I will allow you an exception. Maybe the Court of Appeals 
will also disagree with me, but frankly I don’t think they 
will. 

• • • * 

138 BY MR. HEFLIN. 

Q Did you write this note, Doctor? A No, sir; 
that is not my handwriting. 

Q I believe you testified yesterday that a little after 
six o’clock on this day you were treating some patient? A 
Yes. 
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Q What was her name? A Mistress Long. 

Q Where did she live? A 2227 Georgia Avenue. 

Q Had she been a patient of jours for sometime? A 
Whenever she got sick she always called me. 

Q How many times have you treated her?? A 

139 On two occasions previous to that. 

Q Over what period of time? A For tw*o or 
three years, sir. 

Q You treated her how many times? A Just about 
two occasions previous to this one. 

Q Had you known her personally for sometime? A 
Why, yes, sir. j 

Q Friendly—socially? A Not very. I spoke to ! her 
occasionally. j 

Q She doesn’t visit at your place? A No, sir. 

Q Or with your wife? A No, sir. 

Q Did she call you on this occasion to come to her 
place? A Yes, sir. 

Q What time did she call you? A It was about five 
o ’clock. j 

Q In the afternoon? A Yes. 

Q Did you know what time she hurt her ankle? A It 
was a little previous to that when she called or someone 
called. 

Q May I further inquire if she has paid you for tl^at? 
MR. MILLER. I object to that. 

THE WITNESS. Why, yes, sir. 

MR. MILLER. Just a minute. 

THE COURT. It has been answered. I would have 
sustained the objection. 

140 MR. MILLER. All right. 

BY MR. HEFLIN. j 

I 

Q Have you talked to her at any time about her testify¬ 
ing in this case for you? A Well, I asked her to testify 
for me. 

Q When was that? A That was when I was notified 

^ i 

that I would have to stand trial. 



Q When was that? A Well, I couldn’t definitely re¬ 
member the date. 

Q Can you approximate it? A Oh, that might have 
been just a little after that time, perhaps about the 8th or 
9th. 

Q The 8th or 9th of January— A Of January, yes, 
sir. 

• • • • 

141 Q How many times have you seen her with re¬ 
spect to coming here and testifying? A Well, the 

first time; and then each time the trial was supposed to 
come up, of course, I had to ask her to come. 

Q Would you go to see her? A I would ask someone 
to get in touch with her. 

MR. HEFLIN. I believe your Honor ruled I cannot 
ask him about any discussion of facts he lias had with her. 

THE COURT. Not at the moment, but I will give 
you an opportunity to interrogate him later, if you wish. 
MR. HEFLIN. AH right. 

BY MR. HEFLIN. 

Q Now, you heard Officer Scott testify here yesterday? 
A Yes, sir. 

Q Do you recall a statement he made in which he stated 
that when he told you about what Mrs. Ladrey said, you 
stated to him that you brought her there in the automobile? 
A I positively never said any such thing. 

Q You didn’t tell that to Officer Scott? A No, sir; 
positively not. 

Q Not at any time? A Not at any time. 

Q Now, Doctor, you know how to write, I assume. A 
Yes, sir. 

MR. MILLER. I object to that. 

142 THE COURT. Well, I think the question is 
perfectly permissible. Does he know how to write? 

MR. MILLER. Well, that is all right. He can answer 

that. 


BY MR. HEFLIN. 
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Q I would like you to write this on this piece of paper. 
(Handing paper and pencil to witness). 

MR. MILLER. I object to that. 

THE COURT. I will sustain the objection. 

MR. MILLER. In asking the question in the presence 
of the jury, I think the conduct of my friend is wrong! 

THE COURT. No; I don’t think so. He has a right 
to ask him; you had a right to object, and I had a right 
to rule. 

MR. HEFLIN. I believe that is all. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. MILLER. 

Q Now, Doctor did you at any time in any place, qver 
attempt to perform any abortion on this colored woman? 
A No, sir. 

Q Did she ever come to your office? A Yes, sir. 

Q Did she come up there—will you tell me just What 
happened if she did come to your house; what you saicjl to 
her, and she said to you. A I have about five or six fit¬ 
nesses to testify— 

Q That is all right. I am going to have them herf 

THE COURT. He is asking you now what happened 
when she came to your office, if she did come th^re. 

143 BY MR. MILLER. 

Q Will you tell me, if she came there, what ^he 
said to you and what you said to her, and who was thejre? 
A She said to me that someone had helped her out prev¬ 
iously; she believed she was still pregnant and would I 
help her out. I used some very strong language, part off it, 
and I finally told her to get the hell away from there. 

She made the remark when she was on the steps going 
away, she said, “I never did like a dam foreigner anyhow,” 
and she said, “I will get you, you S.B.” Then she left, 
sir. 
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Q You made the statement yesterday that the woman' 
was very vindictive. Is that the reason you made that 
statement? A It was in reference to that. 

Q That she had made this remark to you? A Yes, sir. 

• • • * 

Thereupon 

MRS. EVA LADREY 

one of the defendants, was called as a witness in her own 
behalf and, having been first duly sworn, was examined 
and testified as follows: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MILLER. 

Q Will please state your full name? A Eva Wilkins 
Ladrey. 

Q This is your husband? A It is. 

• • • • 

144 Q Now, will you tell the Justice and the lady 
and gentlemen of the jury, did you ever receive any 

telephone call from this supposed lady that was here yes¬ 
terday on the stand? A Yes, sir; I did. 

Q Will you take your time please, and talk loud because 
they want to hear you, and I want to hear you. Tell me if 
you did, when -was the first call? A The first call I 
received was after—on the 24th of December this affair 
came out in the paper, which I did not know— 

Q No, no. I didn’t ask you that. I want you to tell 
me when you received the first call. A The 4th 

145 of January and then again on the 5th. 

Q And on the 4th, w T hat did the party say to you 
on the ’phone? Whom did she say she was? A She said 
she was Hazel Queenan. 

Q What else did she say to you? A She asked if I 
was Mrs. Ladrey. I told her yes. She asked me if I would 
come to see her. 
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Q All right, go ahead. A I told her my baby was sick 
and that I couldn’t come up there. 

Q Have you a baby? A Yes. 

Q How old is the baby? A She is two years old how. 

Q All right, go ahead. A So, on the 5th she called 
again. I told her I would try and get up there on the 6th. 
Well, on the 6th I went to her residence at approximately 
five—1 guess around five thirty or quarter to six. My h^urs 
of duty are from seven thirty to four, but I seldom tver 
leave when my time is up. I usually stay around— 

Q Well, you got up to the house about five thirty or 
quarter to six? A Yes. 

Q Tell his Honor and the jury just what happened? A 
I knocked at the door. This lady came to the door. I a$ked 
her if she vras Mrs. Queenan. I didn’t know her; njjver 
had seen her. She said she was. I asked her if she was 
Mrs. or Miss. She said, “No, I am Miss Queenan.” 
146 She said, “I presume you are Mrs. Ladrey.]’ I 
said, “Yes, I am.” So she said, “Well, I am sorry ^hat 
I have made these statements against your husband. Tfhey 
are not true, and I would like to do something about it, 
make some amends.” 

She said, “Would you write me a statement?” I sjaid, 
“Well, I don’t know anything about law or what you 
would want.” 

She said, “Well, bring me some kind of a statement to 
clear the doctor.” She said, “I went to him, and he was 
very nasty, and I felt very bitter toward him. I thought T 
would give him all the trouble I could.” 

But she said, “I am sorry now. I have these two chil¬ 
dren.” There were two small children sitting on the bed 
by her. 

I said, “Yes, I have a young baby myself.” 

She said, “I am very sorry. Could you come up liej-e,” 
she said, “tomorrow evening between six and seven?” 

T said, “I don’t know.” I said, “I will try to.” 
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She said, “I wish you would. I would like to get it over 
with.” She said, “You write a statement and bring it so 
that I can copy it.” 

Well, I guess around probably five o’clock, or five after, 
at the desk, I just tore open an envelope and very hurriedly 
scribbled this note. I took the streetcar and proceeded up 
there. So, I walked over on 6th Street where my husband 
usually parked his car if he is around the hospital any 
place. I saw his car parked on 6th Street. So I went then 
to her home, because I have a key to my husband’s car, 
and when I went in she said to me, “Good evening.” T 
spoke. She said, “Do you have a statement?” 

• • • • 

, 147 I said, “Yes. I have the statement.” So when 
I said that, the detectives came out. So Detective Scott 
said who he was and asked me if I knew I had committed 
a crime. 

I said, “No.” 

THE COURT. I don’t know whether the jury is 
hearing this. I am not. 

THE WITNESS. I am sorry. 

BY MR. MILLER. 

Q Well, it is important you talk loud, even if it hurts 
your throat a little bit. Take a swallow of water and take 
your time. You have got plenty of time. Officer Scott 
walked in the room. What happened then? A He told 
•' me who he was. He asked me if I knew I had committed 
a terrible crime, and I said, “No. I did not.” 

He said, “What did you say—” 

Q You are dropipng vour voice again. A He said, 
“What did you say to Miss Queenan?” 

I said to him, “You ask her,” because I was very ner¬ 
vous. I was surprised because I had gone there only on 
her invitation. Officer Scott said, “Well, you are under 
arrest.” 


So he walked out. We went out on the street. When 
we got out on the street I said to him, I said, “My husband 
is around here some place. If you don’t mind walking 
around and seeing.” 

i 

He said, “No, we will get in the car.” There was a car 
parked on Georgia Avenue above Miss Queenan’s place, 
which he got in the car and he drove around quickly. Of 
course, we didn’t see the doctor at all. His ca^ was 
148 not parked at the place I had seen it previously 
when I went to Miss Queenan’s place. So we firove 
around and on the second time going around ther^ was 
the doctor on the corner. 

I said to Detective Scott, “There is the doctor there.” 
There were several gentlemen there. Thev were having a 
little argument. This taxi driver had struck the doctor’s 
car from the rear. So Detective Scott leaned out (if the 
car and said, “Doctor, we meet again. Come on an^. get 
in the car.” 

I 

So he got in the car and we drove to headquarters! De¬ 
tective Scott said, “You sent your wife there to bribe that 
girl.” The doctor said, “No I didn’t.” He said, f‘Yes 
you did. You are no man at all.” 

So I touched my husband to shutup. Well, whep we 
arrived there, going up in the elevator my husband j said, 
“This is just a dammed dirty frame-up.” So I touched 
him again, just to keep him quiet. So when we got ip the 
headquarters he asked me what I had in my pocketbook. 
How much money, T had. T said, “Two or three dollars 
and some change.” 

Well, that was what I had in there of my own. He 4sked 
me if he could look in my pocketbook and T said, Cer¬ 
tainly.” So I gave him my purse and he began to open it. 
Naturally I knew’ this note was in there because |Miss 
Queenan had asked me to write this note and bring it there, 
which I did. My mother and father had passed on in 1941. 
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My mother died the 19th of October and my father died 
the 29th of October, 1941. There had not been a will made. 
There was quite a bit of contention in getting things 
straightened out, and Father had requested that I was 
to have been the administrator, but it hadn’t been properly 
gone into. It hadn’t been made legal. So, of course, 

149 I was made administratrix. 

From time to time I had quite a bit of money on 
my person or in my purse. Since our home had been burg¬ 
larized on the 2Sth of March in 1943, I felt— 

THE COURT. What happened on the 28th of March, 
1943? 

THE WITNESS. Our house had been burglarized. 
BY MR. MILLER. 

Q Please speak a little louder. A I am doing my best. 
I am sorry, but I am nervous. 

Q You don’t have to be nervous. The judge wants to 
hear you and the jury wants to hear you. Take your time. 
Talk a little bit louder. Go ahead about March 2Sth. A 
March 28, 1943. Of course, this money belonged—there 
are six children of us, and whatever there was it was to 
be divided equally among six children of us. So I had this 
money. I didn’t keep it in the house—(Weeping). 

• * • * 

Q You were speaking about the division of the money. 
Instead of going into all of that, was that part of the 
money you had in your pocketbook? A It was. 

Q What did you say about the house being burglarized ? 
A The house had been burglarized March 28, 1943. 

Q You did have the $100 in your pocketbook? A 

150 Yes. 

Q Did you, at any time, ever offer any money to 
this woman for the purpose of keeping her from coming 
to court? A Definitely I did not. 



Q You say that you went in the room on the second 
occasion and when she asked you, “Did you bring the 
note,” why, the officers came out and said what? I didn’t 
quite get that period. Will you tell me that again? A 
Detective Scott asked me if I knew I had committed a 
serious crime and I told him I did not. 

Q From the time you first got the first call from this 
woman up to the time you went on the second occasion, 
did Dr. Ladrey ever know you were going there? Aj He 
knew absolutely nothing about it. 

Q On the night you went there and were arrestedj how 
did you get to the place? A By streetcar. 

Q When did you see Dr. Ladrey on the morning off the 
7th? Over in your home in Virginia? A He took me to 
work that morning. 

Q He took you to work that morning and let you o[ut at 
the Department of Justice? A He let me out at th^ De¬ 
partment of Justice. 

Q You didn’t discuss anything with him in reference 
to this case at any time? A No, I did not. 

Q You are sure about that? A I am. 

Q After the case was over, when you and ^our 
151 husband were arrested, you did discuss it with! the 
doctor? A Yes, I did. 

7 i 

# • * • 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 

I 

BY MR. HEFLIN. 

Q Could you tell me about when it was that you wrote 
this note? A It was approximately around five minhtes 
after five, or thereabouts. 

7 I 

Q What date? A On January 7, 1944, around five 
minutes after five, or thereabout, approximately. 

Q Was anybody present at the time you wrote that? 
A No, there was not. 
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Q Where were you when you wrote it? A In the 
Department of Justice, in the office. 

Q Is this an envelope you got there, or is it one you 
had some other place? A No; this was an envelope in 
the place. I had it in my purse. 

Q Did anybody give you the language to put in there? 
A No, they did not. 

Q Was this written up by you—for what purpose 

152 —what did you write it for? A For Hazel Queen- 
an. She asked me to bring a note. Of course, that 

is the language I used. I don’t know anything about law, 
as I told you. 

Q She asked you to bring the note? A Yes. 

Q Did she tell you what to put in the note? A Well, 
she said she would like some statement for the District 
Attorney, that the whole affair was false. 

Q You made this language up? A Yes. 

Q This was to have the case, the abortion case, against 
the doctor, dropped? A She said she had made a mis¬ 
statement. She said what she had said was untrue. 

Q Was anybody present when she made that statement 
to you? A Just these two little children, two small chil¬ 
dren of hers, sitting on the bed. 

Q How old were they? A I really wouldn’t know\ 

Q You drew this up for the purpose of having her sign 
it? A No, sir, I did not. 

Q You didn’t want her to sign this? A That is just 
on an envelope. She wouldn’t send that any place. She 
wanted to copy it. She said to bring her something she 
could copy. 

Q This was what she was going to copy? A That is 
what she said. 

153 Q How did you happen to leave Dr. Ladrey’s 
name out of it? A That was up to her, what she 

wanted to say. She just wanted me to bring something 
that she could go by. 
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Q This was a form? Where did you get that frbm, “To 
the District Attorney.’’ A She said that is jvho she 
would like to notify. 

Q When she told you about this, did you comjnunicate 
that to anybody else? A No, I didn’t. 

Q You didn’t tell the doctor about that? A| I said 
nothing to him, no, sir, about it. 

Q After she had told you she was going to sign the 
letter; that she had committed perjury, you didn’t tell him 
that? A I didn’t discuss it with anybody at all. She 
called me, of course, and she discussed it herself. It was, 
as I thought, just between she and myself. 

Q Just between the two of you? A Yes. 

Q Nobody else in it at all. Did anybody see this note 
at the time you were writing it? A No. Ther^ -was no 
one in the office except myself. It was after hoursL 

Q She was going to write another one and £oing to 
follow this form ? A That w r as what she said. 

Q Did you ask her when you went there on the 7th to 
come on and go down to Dr. Ladrey’s ojffice? A 
154 No, sir. 

Q You heard her testify to that? A Yes. 

Q Did you offer her $60 not to be available? A There 
was no money discussed at all. 

Q Did you ask her to go down to Dr. Ladrey’fe, where 
she could make out the proper papers and go to the Dis¬ 
trict Attorney? A No, sir. 

Q Tell us what conversation you had with her jhat eve¬ 
ning, the evening of the 7th, that you went to hejr house? 
A When I went there I knocked at the door. She came to 
the door. We spoke to each other. She said—ther£ wasn’t 
much of a conversation, because I wasn’t in th^re that 
long. We spoke and she asked me if I had the statement. 
I told her I had. Of course, the detectives came but then 
and they, of course, arrested me and took me jo head¬ 
quarters. 





Q That is all that was said? A Yes. 

Q That is the entire conversation you had between 
yourself and the Queenan woman—Hazel Queenan—be¬ 
fore the officers came out? A Yes. 

Q Nothing else was said? A No, sir. 

Q Now, did you make any statement to the officers 
about the doctor bringing you there in the automobile ? A 
No, sir, I didn’t 

Q You took the officers around the corner there 

155 to look for him? A Yes. I had never been ar¬ 
rested in my life before, so I said to them, “The 

doctor is around in this vicinity some place.” I knew he 
was because I had gone around there and I had seen his 
car parked. 

Q You hadn’t seen him there before? A No, he wa- 
not present. 

Q You didn’t tell the officers he was around in the cai 
and he brought you there? A No, sir. 

Q Was there anyone present when you received this 
telephone call? A No. There was just the three of us, 
my husband, myself and the baby. 

Q Where were you when you received this telephone 
call? A In Alexandria, at my house. 

Q About what time of day, or night, was it? A ».« 
the evening, around quarter after six, possibly. 

Q There was nobody present at that time? A There 
was no one home except myself. 

Q Do you know anybody by the name of Johnson that 
had been up there to see Miss Queenan? A No. 

Q Do you recall telling the officer that you sent her up 
there, but that you didn’t want to implicate her because 
she only went as a friendly gesture to the family? A No, 
sir. 

Q You didn’t tell Officer Scott that? A No, 

156 sir. 

Q When you first had the conversation on the 
6th with Hazel Queenan, you did’nt report to any police 




officer, or anybody, about your being up there? A No, 
I didn’t. 

Q Now, do you recall the officer asking you about some 
money in your pocketbook after you were arrested^ A 
He asked me how much money I had in my pocketbook. 

Q What did you tell him? A I said maybe tw<() or 
three dollars and some change. 

Q You didn’t know at that time, or you had forgdtten 
you had one hundred dollars in your pocketbook? A I 
hadn’t forgotten it, but it was not my own. I never speak 
of money as being mine if it isn’t mine. 

Q He asked you how much money you had in your 
pocketbook? A Yes. 

Q And you told him two or three dollars? A Yes, and 
some change. 

Q This envelope at that time was in your pocketbook, 
was it not? A It was. 

Q You had this money when you were arrested, and 
you had this up there at Hazel Queenan’s place? A Yes. 

Q When had you put this money in your pocketbook? 
In this envelope? A Oh, I have had it—it was collections 
of rents. It was an accumulation of rents that I had col¬ 
lected for the properties of my father and mother] I 
hadn’t had a chance to go to the bank, because the 
157 bank opens at nine thirty and the banking hours and 
my working hours conflict. So, I had the bankbook 
also in my pocketbook, and the money. 

Q Did you tell the officer that this was money that be¬ 
longed to a friend? A I said the money didn’t belpng 
to me. 

Q You didn’t tell him it belonged to a friend at that 
time? A No. 

Q You have some interest in this money? A Cer¬ 
tainly. 

Q Part of it belongs to you? A Not until the estate 
is settled. 
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Q Well, it all belongs to the estate then, at the present 
■time? A Yes. 

Q And you carry it around in your pocketbook? A I 
■ felt it was just as safe in my purse as it was in my home. 

Q You collected this money that evening? A Oh, no. 
I had had it in my purse several days. 

Q Several days? A It was an accumulation of rents, 
y And you had had no opportunity to put it in the 
bank? A No; because I would have to take my annual 
leave in order to go to the bank. 

Q Where is your bank? A That particular money 
was in Burke & Herbert’s Bank in Alexandria. 

158 Q You couldn’t make out your deposit slip and 
drop it in the chute over there? A I have never 

ueposited any money in that form, no, only in person. 

Q Now, at the time that Officer Scott arrested you 
there, what did you tell him your name was? A Eva Wil¬ 
kins Ladrey. 

Q You didn’t tell him your name was Mrs. Wilkins? 

. A I told him Mrs. Eva Wilkins Ladrey. 

* * * * 

Q And the officer took you on up the street looking 
around and you didn’t tell him then again what your name 
was? A No, I didn’t. No, sir. 

Q The only time you said anything to him about what 
your name was was right at the time? A Yes, sir. 

Q Who was present at that time? Was Officer Scott 
there and Officer Crooke? A Yes, sir. 

Q Was it your object when you went in there to see 
her to get a statement from her? A No, sir. 

Q To drop the case? A No, sir. 

Q Or a statement that would make her unable to come 
as a witness? A No, sir. That was not my intention. 

Q You didn’t have that intention? A No, sir. 

159 Q Wliat was your purpose in going there? A 
She asked me to come. She wanted to talk with me 

and the ’phone calls came in succession and naturally 
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being the wife, I went to see what she wanted to talk about 
—what she wanted to discuss. 

Q You didn’t tell your husband you were going tlhere 
to discuss it with her? A I never discussed it with Any¬ 
one. 

Q That was your purpose in going there the first tjhne? 
A She asked me— 

Q At her invitation? A Yes, sir. 

Q And what was your purpose in going there the sec¬ 
ond time? A She asked me to come back and bring this 
note and she set the hour. 

Q Was your purpose to have her sign this note? A 
No, sir. 

Q Your purpose was just to deliver it to her? A Yes, 
sir. 

Q Did you think that by delivering this note to her, she 
would prepare another one and sign it and send it in? A 
I was leaving that to her discretion. I only did whatj she 
asked me to do, and nothing more. 

Q At any time did you mention any money? A No, 
sir; I didn’t. 

Q How many telephone calls did you get from this 
girl? A The first one on the 4th, and agaiji on 
160 the 5th. 

Q What did she have to tell you on the 4tht A 
She asked me if I would come up there. My baby was sick 
and I told her I couldn’t come. 

Q Did you send a Mrs. Johnson up there? A Noj sir. 

Q You didn’t ask her to go up there? A No, sir; I 
don’t know any Mrs. Johnson. 

Q You don’t know anybody by that name at all? 

* * * • 

166 Thereupon 

DELLA LONG 

Was called as a witness for and on behalf of the defendants 
and, having been first duly sworn, was examined and testi¬ 
fied as follows: 
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DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MILLER. 

Q What is your name? A Della Long. 

Q Where do you reside? A 2227 Georgia Ave- 

167 nue. 

Q Do you know Dr. Ladrey? A Yes. 

Q How long have you known him? A Well, I have 
known him quite a while. 

Q Did he ever treat you in the first part of January 
of this year, if you remember? A Yes, sir; I do. 

Q Do you remember about what the date was? A 
About the 7th of January. 

Q How do you remember it was the 7th of January? A 
Well, I remember it because it was in the paper,—after I 
read it in the paper. 

Q What did you see; you saw something in the paper, 
when? A I read it in the paper about this doctor after 
he had treated me, so that is why I remember it. 

Q How did you happen to get him on the 7th? A Af¬ 
ter I fell down and hurt myself, one of the children went 
down and asked the girl to call the doctor. 

Q Do you remember what time he got over to your 
place that day? A About five fifteen, or something like 
that. 

Q Did he give you a prescription? A Yes, he did. 

Q What was the matter with you? A Well, I fell 
down and sprained my ankle. I couldn’t walk. 

Q And he treated you? A He treated me. He 

168 gave me some pills and something for my ankle, and 
he bandaged it. 

Q You say that he treated you on the 7th and gave 
you pills and liniment? A Yes. 

Q Have you got the prescription for the medicine, or 
the box? A I think I have the box writh one pill in it. 
I think I have, but I am not sure. 

Q At home? A Yes. 

• • • • 


61 


CROSS-EXAMINATION 
BY MR. HEFLIN. | 

Q When did you first read about Dr. Ladrey’s case? A 
Well, when the Afro-American came out. They always 
come out on Thursday. 

Q They always come out on Thursday? A Alwayjs do 
come out on Thursday. 

Q And that had something in it? A So I read it. 

Q On what date was that Thursday? A I don’t re¬ 
member the date, but that is where I read it. 

Q How many days was it after your ankle was hurt 
that you read it? A I think I read it the next week. 

Q The next week? A Yes, sir. 

169 Q What was it in the article in the Afro-Ameri¬ 
can that caused you to relate back to your ahkle 
being sprained? A Because I had had the doctoij* to 
treat my ankle. After my child saw it in the paper she 
came to me and said, “Oh, look in the paper.” So fhen 
she gave me the paper and I read it. 

Q Who gave it to you? A One of the children in 
the house. 

Q What was it in the paper that caused you to tliink 
about your ankle being hurt? A Because I was so Sur¬ 
prised to see his name in the paper. 

Q Was there anything in the paper that would cause 
you to fix the time of his treating your ankle? A No. T 
didn’t fix the time. 

Q Well, can you fix the time or the place of his treat¬ 
ing your ankle now? A I said January 7th. 

Q When did you have occasion to fix the time and the 
place of your ankle being treated by Dr. Ladrev, subse¬ 
quent to the reading of that article in the paper? 


THE WITNESS. After I saw it in the paper; after 
my daughter saw it she said, “Mamma, look in the papejr.” 
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She said, “When did that happen?” I said, “January 
7th.” 

• # • • 

170 THE COURT. Is that answer accurate? 

THE WITNESS. Well, on January 7th my 

daughter called my attention to the paper. She said, 
“Mamma, look in the paper.” She brought the paper to 
me, and I read it. 

THE COURT. It was on January 7th that your 
daughter brought the paper to you? 

THE WITNESS. No. That wasn’t on January 7th. 

' On January 7th was when I got hurt and had the doctor, 

1 and she brought me the paper after that. 

BY MR. HEFLIN. 

Q Hid you say about a week after that? A I guess 
it was about a week, or the next week’s paper. 

Q What I am trying to find out is what was it in the 
paper, if there was anything in this paper, that caused you 
to fix the date or the time that Dr. Ladrey came there? A 
Well, on the 7th the girl always got paid, and I paid Dr. 
Ladrey with the money that she paid me. That is why I 
remember that. 

Q You paid him then? A Yes. 

Q Had you ever had the doctor treat you before? A 
Yes; I have had doctors treat me. 

Q I mean this doctor? A Yes; he treated me. I used 
to go to the hospital, over to the clinic there, and he had 
treated me. 

171 Q When was that? A When T used to go to 
the clinic? 

Q Yes. A I used to go to the clinic, but not in his 
; clinic all the time. I used to go to the clinic for over four 
j years. 

Q Off and on? A Yes. 

Q How many times did he treat you? A He treated 
me twice at my house. 



Q Before this? A Once before. 

Q When was the occasion of his treating you the second 
time after this treatment of the ankle? What was the date 
that he treated you? A I don’t remember the date,) but 
I had been suffering with a headache. 

Q He has been over there twice since? A No. Not 
twice since. I thought maybe I might have high blood pres¬ 
sure, so X had him there. 

Q Did you telephone him to come over? A Yes. 

Q Wben he came over did he discuss with you any¬ 
thing about this case? A No; he just took my blood pres¬ 
sure. 1 

Q He didn’t say anything to you about his being pver 
to your place the date of— A No, sir. 

Q Of January 7th? A No. 

172 Q Never mentioned it to you? A No. 

Q Did he give you any treatment for your heart 
trouble? A No. He took my blood pressure. 

Q That is the only two occasions he has been there? 
A Yes. 

Q You cannot fix the date? A No; I don’t remember 
the date. 

Q Now, can you tell us what month it was that he came 
to see you for your heart trouble? A I think it wa^ in 
August. 

Q This past August? A Yes, or September. I just 
don’t remember. 

Q Was anything said about January 7th during ^hat 
visit? A No. 

Q Nothing at all? Now, let me ask you this question: 
You definitelv recall now that he was over and treated vjour 
ankle on January 7th? A Yes. I told you that. 

Q Can you explain -why you cannot fix the date or e^en 
the month in which he came over and treated you for 
heart trouble? A He didn’t treat me for heart trouble. 
It was my blood pressure. 
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Q All right. Yojir blood pressure. A He said my 
blood pressure was all right. 

173 Q There wasn’t anything wrong with you? A 
He said my blood pressure was all right. 

Q You cannot fix even the month of that? A I thought 
it was in August. I believe it was. 

Q Can you say whether it was the early or the late 
part of August? A I guess it w’as along the middle of 
August. 

Q How’ did you happen to say awhile ago you thought 
it was either in August or September- A Well, I think 
it was in August. 

Q You are not positive? A No. I am not positive of 
the date when he came over; when I asked him to take my 
blood pressure, because I thought I had high blood pres¬ 
sure. 

Q When was the next time he came over to see you 
since that date in August? A He didn’t come over any 
more. 

Q Is that the only time? What was the occasion he 
came to your house before he fixed your ankle? A Be¬ 
fore? When? 

Q He came and fixed your ankle, I believe you testified 
he was over there at your house one time and treated you 
before that. Is that correct? A No; he has only treated 
me two times, I think, at the house. 

Q He never treated you at any time at the house be¬ 
fore he treated your ankle? A No. 

* * * * 

187 Thereupon 

HAZEL QUEENAN 

was called as a witness for and on behalf of the United 
States in rebuttal, and, having been previously duly sworn, 
was examined and testified further as follows : 
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DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. HEFLIN. | 

Q You are Hazel Queenan, and you have already) been 
sworn as a witness in this case? A Yes. 

Q Let me ask you, at any time while you were ^t the 
defendant’s office or home, whether you got mad at him 
and stated to him that you never did like foreigner^? A 
I didn’t even know he was a foreigner. 

Q You didn’t know it? A That is right. 

Q And that you would get even with the S.B.? A j No. 
Q Let me ask you further if at any time around the 4th, 
5th, 6th, or 7th of January of this year, or at any other 
time, you ever phoned the defendant Eva Ladrey in Alex¬ 
andria? A No. 

18S Q Did you at any time in a telephone conversa¬ 
tion with her, tell her that vou had made anv false 
statement at anv time? A No. 

* I 

I 

* # * # 

I 

Q Then at the time she came to your house, do you 
recall that date? A I cannot recall the date, but I think 
it was on the 6th of January. 

Q On that date did you tell her you had made a false 
statement against the defendant, Dr. Ladrey? A ISfo, I 
didn’t. She didn’t put her foot across my door sill. She 
just stood there and left right afterward. 

Q Did you ever ask her to bring you a statement and 
you would sign it and send it to the District Attornev?i A 
No, I didn’t. 

201 THE COURT. Well, now, is there any other 
instructions that need to be dealt with? Of course, 

202 T want to explain to the jury the matter that we 
discussed at some length about statements made by 

one of the defendants not in the presence of the other; 
that thev mav consider a statement made bv one of the 
defendants in establishing whether or not a crime was 
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committed. That is the res gestae element, to consider 
statements made by one of them against the interest of 
that one in the absence of the other, in the way of admis¬ 
sions against interest. 

MR. MILLER. Of course we object to that. 

THE COURT. You have not only objected, you have 
noted your objection and I have allowed you an exception. 
Not once, but several times. 

MR. MILLER. Thank you. 

# * # • 

• • • # 

* * * • 

211 Now, to bolster up this defense, or defenses, I 
should say, we have here some character testimony 
introduced by the defendants— 

MR .MILLER. Just a minute. 

THE COURT. What is the objection? 

MR. MILLER. We are not bolstering up any defense. 
The law says in this community we can put on evidence of 
good reputation, and the Court of Appeals has said that 
good reputation alone would generate a reasonable doubt. 
He is arguing we are trying to bolster up this case. I don’t 
think that is proper. 

; 212 THE COURT. I don’t think the characteriza¬ 

tion of it bv counsel makes anv difference, Mr. Mil- 
; ler. You will undoubtedly argue the great weight that 
ought to be given it. 

MR. MILLER. Yes, sir. 

THE COURT. He is arguing that it ought not to 
control. They are the views of opposing counsel. The 
Court will instruct the jury in the last analysis on what 
the effect of character evidence would be. 

MR. MILLER. I was only objecting to the use of the 
word bolster. 

THE COURT. It has been my experience that coun¬ 
sel on opposing sides use words that do not suit the counsel 
on the other side. It is just a part and parcel of our ad¬ 
versary proceedings. 






MR. MILLER. Excuse me for interrupting. 

MR. HEFLIN. I presume you have heard the Cobrt’s 
instructions in other cases on character testimony, j The 
law in substance is as follows that the circumstances of 
the case may be such that an established good reputation 
may in and of itself raise a reasonable doubt where the 
other evidence may be convincing. 

Now, his Honor will tell you that character evidence is 
like any other evidence. You must consider it in corinec- 
tion with all the other evidence in the case. I am sure 
you will do that, and you have a right to do that. A i per¬ 
son’s good reputation, if you think it lias been established 
by these witnesses, stand him in good stead, but you ijmist 
know, also, that many a person has come into court jwith 
an established good reputation— for example, a few years 
ago you heard of Some prominent bankers, and| you 
213 may recall in your own experience individuals Ithat 
you thought had good reputations, but they weht to 
the penitentiary for something. 

MR. MILLER. That is not proper. We are not (con¬ 
cerned with other bankers. We are not concerned if at siome 
other time some bankers at some other place were pujt on 
good reputation and they went to the penitentiary. 

I object to that and I strenuously ask your Honor to in¬ 
struct the jury to disregard that. j 

THE COURT. No, I cannot tell them to disregard 
it. Counsel is trying to argue to the jury that character 
evidence ought to be considered in connection with all the 
evidence in the case. 

MR. MILLER. I have no objection to that. 

THE COURT. That is all that he is doing. I want 
the jury to understand that is what counsel is doing. He 
is arguing to you his view of what weight ought to be giVen 
to character evidence, in this case. He has a right to ar^ue 
the weight that ought to be given, and then his adversary 
has the same right; but it is for the jury to determine 
finally what weight they will give it. 
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MR. HEFLIN. You know, also, that reputation from 
the testimony of the witnesses. They were asked, “Do you 
know this man here? Do you know what other people in 
the community say? Do you know what his reputation is 
among those people?” 

They say it is good. That is what your reputation is that 
you get from the witness stand in a court. It is what other 
people say of this man. That is what you have. It is not 
character evidence. When it is referred to as character 
testimony it is a misnomer. It is reputation, and 
214 and that is all you have. 

THE COURT. Mr. Heflin, that is the only way 
of proving character in the court, is by reputation. It is 
evidence of character. 

MR. HEFLIN. That is all you have; what these 
other people think of him. As I say, some of our bank 
clerks here in Washington—I don’t know—some of you 
must know some of them— 

MR. MILLER. I object to that. I most strenuously 
say what they know about some bankers or anything 
other than in this case has no place in the argument. 

THE COURT. Well, I think you have elaborated on 
it, Mr. Heflin, amply. 

MR. MILLER. He doesn’t know whether they know 
any bankers or not. 

THE COURT. I think his illustrations were apt, and 
I don’t think there was anything wrong in saying it, but I 
think you have fully covered it. 

MR. HEFLIN. I will not press that any further 
than to say that some of you might have known those per¬ 
sons. You might have thought they had good reputations, 
and it turned out you were mistaken and you found out that 
good reputation alone is not sufficient evidence to satisfy 
you, and it cannot satisfy you beyond a reasonable doubt, 
and it must raise in your minds when character testimony 
comes in, that it has to be based on what other people think 
of you. You can be mistaken about it. You have been mis¬ 
taken in other instances. 
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Do not think that because a person has a good reputation 
that he cannot commit a crime, because as I have st4ted 
to you, you know from your own experience that is not 
true. 

215 So, I say to you, give the defendants the benefit 
of the presumption of innocence which they have. 
Give them the benefit of all reasonable doubts that ihay 
arise in your mind, but I say to you that after you h^ve 
done all that, the evidence in this case is so convincing}, it 
must convince you beyond a reasonable doubt that they are 
guilty, each one of them, of the offense charged. On^ of 
them because she went there and offered this money to hjave 
this witness go away, and the other because he aided ^nd 
abetted her in the commission of that crime, and lie is 
therefore guilty as an accessory. 

* * * # 

233 THE COURT’S CHARGE TO THE JURY 

i 

* * * * 

239 There has been evidence given in this cause of the 
good character of the defendants. That evidence 'Was 
given by way of the testimony of witnesses as to the reputa¬ 
tion of the defendants, which is the only way that evidence 
of good character may be introduced in a cause. 

Now, the circumstances of a case may be such that an 
established reputation for good character would alone 
create a reasonable doubt although without it the evidence 
in the case might be convincing. That means that you jare 
entitled to consider such evidence of good character and 
to give it such weight, taken in connection with all the 
evidence in the case, as you think it should have. 
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COUNTERSTATEMENT OF THE CASE 

The appellants’ statement of the case is deemed inadequajte 
in that (1) it is misleading as to the stipulations; (2) it assents 
that there was no evidence by either side that appellant Ij)r. 
Ladrey knew where his wife was going or what she was doinjg; 
and (3) it omits all reference to important circumstantial evi¬ 
dence introduced at the trial. 

At the beginning of the trial it was stipulated that on Jan¬ 
uary 7,1944, there was an indictment in an abortion case pend¬ 
ing against appellant, Dr. Ladrey. Said indictment was admit¬ 
ted in evidence (App. 3-5). There was no stipulation that 
Hazel Queenan was the complaining witness in the pending 
abortion case. Aside from the appearance of her name in tljie 
abortion indictment, there was no evidence that she was tljie 
same person who was alleged in the bribery indictment to be| a 
witness in the abortion case. At this juncture one of the attor¬ 
neys for the appellants contended that the Government had |to 
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prove that Hazel Queenan was a material witness. The other 
attorney took a different view (App. 7). Then the Court an¬ 
nounced that it would permit Hazel Queenan to testify about 
the abortion case sufficiently to determine that she was a 
material witness in that case. Thereupon both attorneys for 
appellants consented to such testimony and withdrew all prior 
objections (App. 9). Hazel Queenan then gave testimony 
showing her knowledge of facts that made her a witness in the 
abortion case and no objection to any of such testimony was 
made at that time (App. 10-12). 

Hazel Queenan further testified that Eva Ladrey came to 
her home, 2310 Georgia Avenue, on January 6, 1944; that she 
returned the following evening and offered the witness money 
to go away and not be available as a witness in the abortion 
case and to make a statement to the United States Attorney 
that she did not want to prosecute Dr. Ladrey in that case; that 
Eva Ladrey showed her an envelope in her pocketbook in which 
she said there was $100.00, and offered to pay her $100.00 if she 
would make the desired statement to the District Attorney and 
then go away and, after she got away, to pay her an additional 
$100.00 and to pay her back the $60.00 which Hazel Queenan 
had paid to Dr. Ladrey (App. 10-14). 

Two police officers, Bernard Crooke and Edgar Scott, who 
overheard the conversation between Eva Ladrey and Hazel 
Queenan, testified that Eva Ladrey first stated to Hazel 
Queenan that she had come to make arrangements with her to 
go over to Dr. Ladrey’s house and then heard Eva Ladrey offer 
money to Hazel Queenan to absent herself as a witness (App. 
16-32). Thereupon Eva Ladrey was placed under arrest. The 
officers testified that Eva Ladrey told them her name was Mrs. 
Wilkins; that she offered Hazel Queenan money to go away; 
and stated that she came up there on a streetcar. As they left 
the house Officer Scott started looking up and down the street 
and then said to Eva Ladrey: “Let’s walk around the corner.” 
As they started around the corner, she said: “I am Mrs. Ladrey. 
Dr. Ladrey is waiting at Sixth and Trumbull for me” (App. 23). 
The officers went immediately to Sixth and Trumbull, found 
Henry Ladrey there, and placed him under arrest. The officers 
stated that he said he brought Eva Ladrey to Georgia Avenue 
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and Trumbull Street and let her out of the car but he did pot 
know what she was going to do or where she was going. The 
offer of the bribe was made around 6:30 p. m. and both appel¬ 
lants were arrested a little before 7 p. m. (App. 16-24). At the 
precinct Officer Scott, found $100.00 in cash in an envelop^ in 
the pocketbook of Eva Ladrey and also in her pocketbook was 
found the following note in her handwriting: 

I prefer (wish) that the charges made against 

.be dropped. I made several misstatements 

against him. I do not want to be tried for perjury So I 
am asking you to drop the matter please. I thank you 
.. (App. 25-30). 

At the trial Dr. Ladrey testified that he lived in Alexandria, 
Virginia; that he practiced medicine there and in the District 
of Columbia (App. 32); that he and his wife had been married 
for ten years; that he did not drive his wife, Eva Ladrey, up 
near Hazel Queenan’s house on January 7 (App. 33); tjhat 
before his arrest on that day he had not seen Eva Ladrey since 
7:30 or 8 that morning (App. 38); that during the late after-. 
noon of January 7 he did not know where his wife was or wpat 
she was doing (App. 40,41); that he did not know how his vj/ife 
happened to bring the officers around to Sixth and Trumbull 
Street after her arrest (App. 36); that she was to meet him 
there by arrangement because “strange to say that evening I 
did know that I was going to see Mrs. Marshall at the hos¬ 
pital that evening.’’ (App. 40); that he never at any time dis¬ 
cussed the abortion case with his wife (App. 38); that he did 
not at any time attempt to perform an abortion on Hazel 
Queenan (App. 47); that she came to his office and said she was 
pregnant and wanted him to help her; and that he told her 
to get the hell away from there and then she said: “I will get 
you, you S. B.” and left (App. 47). 


STATUTES INVOLVED 


D. C. Code (1940) Title 22-701 (6:134) Bribery—Ob¬ 
structing Justice. 


Definition and penalty. Whoever promises, offers, 
gives, or causes or procures to be promised, offered, 


or 

or 
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given, any money or other thing of value, or makes or 
tenders any contract, undertaking, obligation, credit, or 
security for the payment of money, or for the delivery 
or conveyance of anything of value, to any executive, 
judicial, or other officer, or to any person acting in any 
official function, or to any juror or witness, with intent 
to influence the decision, action, verdict, or evidence of 
any such person on any question, matter, cause, or pro¬ 
ceeding or with intent to influence him to commit or aid 
in committing, or to collude in or allow any fraud, or 
make any opportunity for the commission of any fraud, 
shall be fined not more than five hundred dollars, or be 
imprisoned not more than three years, or both (Mar. 3, 
1901,31 Stat. 1330, Ch. 854, Sec. 861). 

D. C. Code (1940) Title 22-105 (6:5) Persons advising, in¬ 
citing or conniving at criminal offense to be charged as prin¬ 
cipals. 

In prosecutions for any criminal offense all persons ad¬ 
vising, inciting, or conniving at the offense, or aiding or 
abetting the principal offender, shall be charged as prin¬ 
cipals and not as accessories, the intent of this section 
being that as to all accessories before the fact the law 
heretofore applicable in cases of misdemeanor only shall 
apply to all crimes, whatever the punishment may be 
(Mar. 31, 1901, 31 Stat. 1337, Ch. 854, Sec. 908). 

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

I. There was substantial evidence to support the conviction 
of appellant Henry M. Ladrey and therefore the court did 
not err in refusing to direct a verdict in his favor. 

II. The court did not err in allowing testimony concerning 
the abortion case pending against Dr. Ladrey. Evidence in¬ 
volving that charge was necessary in order for the Government 
to show that Hazel Queenan was a witness and also it was rele¬ 
vant to show motive on the part of Dr. Ladrey. Similarly no 
error occurred when a police officer mentioned the other case. 

III. The court did not err in permitting a Government wit- 
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ness to testify to the alleged statements made by Eva Ladrey 
out of the presence of the codefendant Henry M. Ladrey. 

IV. There was no improper argument to the jury by the 
Assistant United States Attorney prosecuting the case. 

ARGUMENT 

• I 

The Court did not err in refusing to direct a verdict of hot 
guilty as to appellant Henry M. Ladrey 

Appellants contend there was error in the refusal of the trial 
court to direct a verdict of not guilty as to appellant Henry 1^1. 
Ladrey (Br. 6). Whether the court erred in this respect miist 
be determined by all the evidence at the conclusion of the 
case, since the appellant by presenting testimony waived Ijiis 
right to question thereafter the refusal of the court to direci a 
verdict at the completion of the Government’s case in chijsf. 
Murray v. United States, 53 App. D. C. 119,126, 288 Fed. 10|08 
(1923); Ercoli v. United States, 76 App. D. C. 360, 363, lSl 
F. (2d) 354 (1942). Since appellants apparently concede that 
there was sufficient evidence to support the bribery chaijge 
against Eva Ladrey, the single issue presented by this conten¬ 
tion is whether there was substantial evidence upon which the 
jury may have based the conviction of Dr. Ladrey. Sleigh v. 
United States, 65 App. D. C. 203, 204, 82 F. (2d) 459 (1936). 

It is quite obvious that the burden upon the Government, 
insofar as Henry Ladrey was concerned, was not as heavy as it 
was with regard to his wife. His connection with the crime was 
that of an accomplice. As stated in Maxey v. United States, 
30 App. D. 0.63,72(1907): 

All that was necessary, however, was to prove facts and 
circumstances from which it might be inferred, wijth 
sufficient certainty, that he abetted the performance 
of the criminal act in such a way as to constitute him a 
principal offender under the provisions of Sec. 908 of the 
Code (31 Stat. at L. 1337, Chap. 854) * * * Anc^ it 

is not essential that any specific time or mode of com¬ 
mitting the offense shall have been advised or com- 


j 
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manded, or, if so, that it shall have been committed in 
the particular way instigated. * * * Nor is it neces¬ 
sary that there shall have been any direct communica¬ 
tion between the actual perpetrator -and the accessory, 
who, under the Code, is now a principal. 

See Egan v. United States, 52 App. D. C. 384,390, 287 Fed. 958 
(1932); People v. Coffee, 161 Cal. 423, 119 Pac. 901 (1911). 

Although appellants contend (Br. 6) the only evidence con¬ 
cerning Dr. Ladrey was testimony that he had taken Eva 
Ladrey in his automobile to, or near, the home of the complain¬ 
ing witness on the night in question, there was evidence to es¬ 
tablish (1) that Henry Ladrey drove his wife, Eva Ladrey, to 
Georgia Avenue and Trumbull Street and left her there; (2) 
that Eva Ladrey knew at the time of her arrest that Henry 
Ladrey was at Sixth and Trumbull Streets; (3) that Henry 
Ladrey was found at Sixth and Trumbull Street; (4) that Eva 
Ladrey knew that Hazel Queenan had paid 860.00 to Dr. Ladrey 
for the abortion; (5) that Eva Ladrey wanted Hazel Queenan 
to go to Dr. Ladrey’s house with her; (6) that Henry Ladrey 
had a stronger motive than anyone else for eliminating Hazel 
Queenan as a witness; (7) that Henry Ladrey’s testimony at the 
trial conflicted with statements made by him at the time 
of his arrest. These facts considered in conjunction with the 
surrounding circumstances constituted substantial evidence 
from which the jury could find that the two acted in concert 
and that he aided and abetted her in the commission of the 
offense. 

It must be kept in mind that Henry Ladrey was the husband 
of Eva Ladrey and their residence was in Alexandria, Virginia, 
and that when he let her out of the car at Georgia Avenue and 
Trumbull Street, Washington, D. C., she was less than a block 
from Hazel Queenan’s house and that this was done on Janu¬ 
ary 7, 1944, around 6:30 p. m., at which time it was dark. It 
was also at a time when transportation facilities were crowded 
and there were many auto driving pools. When a husband 
from Alexandria, Virginia, lets his wife out of an automobile 
in northwest Washington, D. C., under such circumstances, a 
fair inference would be that he knew what she was doing and 
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where she was going, notwithstanding his protestations to the 
contrary. 

After being placed under arrest Eva Ladrey falsified her iden¬ 
tity and did not reveal her knowledge as to the whereabouts bf 
Dr. Ladrey or that he was waiting for her, until it became 
apparent that the officers were about to locate him (App. 19j). 
The fact that she knew where he was and that he was waiting 
for her is important. Together with the fact that he was found 
at the designated meeting place, it supports a fair inference 
that he knew of her activities and was there waiting to take 
her away from the scene of the crime, or take Hazel Queenain 
to his house to complete the transaction. 

Henry Ladrey had a stronger motive than anyone else for 
eliminating Hazel Queenan as a witness in the abortion case, 
for he was there the defendant. Motive becomes a strong cir¬ 
cumstance for consideration where the defendant is held as ap 
accessory, as was pointed out in Shiflett v. Commonwealth, 151 
Va. 556,145 S. E. 336 (1928): 

* * * While Dewey had neither motive nor provoca¬ 

tion to kill Johnson, Patrick had both. Johnson was in¬ 
terfering with his friendly relations with Johnson’s wife, 
and, besides, had said he was going to kill Patrick. 
Dewey knew his father was in the house where Johnsoh 
lived, and it seems unbelievable that Dewey, a boy of 15 
years, who had no motive or provocation to kill John¬ 
son. would go into the latter’s home and engage in a 
gun battle with him except for the fact that he knew he 
would have the encouragement, sympathy, and if neces¬ 
sary, the active assistance of his father in the conflict. 
« * # 

At the time of his arrest Henry Ladrey admitted that h^ 
brought Eva Ladrey to the corner of Georgia Avenue and 
Trumbull Street and let her out of the car. At the trial he del 

I 

nied that he drove Eva Ladrey up near Hazel Queenan’s house 
and stated that before his arrest he had not seen her since 7:3Cf 
or 8:00 that morning. At the trial he testified that he did not 
know why Eva Ladrey came around to Sixth and Trumbull 
Street looking for him after he was arrested, while on cross 
examination he stated that he had an arrangement to meet heij 
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there. He testified also that he never discussed the abortion 
case with Eva Ladrey at any time. Aside from the incredi¬ 
bility of this statement on its face, the fact remains that Eva 
Ladrey knew that Hazel Queenan had paid $60.00 to Dr. Lad¬ 
rey for the abortion, as she told Hazel Queenan that that sum, 
the amount Hazel had paid, would be paid back to her (App. 
14). These inconsistencies in his statements are significant, 

• since conflicting and false statements may in themselves give 
rise to a presumption of guilt. Wilson v. United States, 162 
U. S. 613 (1896); Underhill’s Criminal Evidence, (4th Ed. 
1935) Sec. 251; Wigmore on Evidence (3rd Ed. 1940) Sec. 
278. This rule was applied in Chass v. United States, 258 Fed. 
911, 914 (C. C. A. 3,1919) where the court said (p. 914): 

When one, charged with having stolen goods in his pos¬ 
session, makes a statement to the public authorities as 
to how he came to have them, and later, under oath, 
makes an entirely different statement, it seems quite 
impossible, in the light of the other circumstances above 
detailed, to escape the conclusion that reasonable men 
would be justified in drawing the inference therefrom 
that he knew or believed that the goods had been stolen. 
If he had come by them honestly or had no knowledge 
or reason to believe that they had been stolen, it is in¬ 
consistent with ordinary human conduct that he should 
have made two such utterly variant and irreconcilable 
explanations. 

In the light of these authorities, the established facts con¬ 
sidered with the surrounding circumstances constituted sub¬ 
stantial evidence from which the jury could and did find that 
Henry Ladrey was an accessory. From this evidence it was 
not unreasonable for the jury to conclude that he consulted 
with Eva Ladrey concerning the proposed bribery and that he 
drove her to the scene with knowledge that she was going to 
Hazel Queenan’s house to offer a bribe, and that he waited 
nearby for the purpose of either taking Hazel Queenan to his 
house to complete the details, if she complied with Eva Lad- 
rey’s request to go there, or to take his wife away from the scene 
of the crime. These findings were sufficient to support the con- 
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viction. Compare Hone v. United States, 60 F. (2d) 189 
(C. C. A. 7, 1932); Daniels v. United States, 17 F. (2d) 339, 
345, (C. C. A. 9, 1927); Nakutin v. United States, 8 F. (2d) 
491 (C. C. A. 7, 1925). 


The Court did not err in allowing testimony concerning the 
abortion case pending against Dr. Ladrey 

Appellants contend that the court erred in allowing the Gov¬ 
ernment to interrogate Hazel Queenan as to the details of the 
alleged abortion. They assert (Br. 10, 11) that there was a 
stipulation that an indictment charging abortion was pending 
against Dr. Ladrey and that there was also a stipulation that j 
Hazel Queenan was a witness in the pending case. From this 
they argue it was unnecessary for the Government to go into | 
any details of the abortion. 

Appellants argument clearly recognizes and apparently con¬ 
cedes that it was necessary and proper for the Government to 
establish that Hazel Queenan was a witness in the pending 
abortion case. * If appellants did not so believe, they would not 
premise their argument, as they do, on the point that there was 
a stipulation as to Hazel Queenan’s being a witness. The au-1 
thorities, of course, are in accord with the view that the prose¬ 
cution is entitled to introduce evidence of other offenses and 
transactions relevant to the crime charge. Underhill, supra, 
sec. 184; see also Fall v. United States, 60 App. D. C. 124,49 F. 
(2d) 506 (1931), cert. den. 283 U. S. 867. And the relevance of 
the abortion charge to the instant case is apparent. It was not 
only the basis from which this case developed, but the existence 
of the abortion charge created a motive for bribery and, as such, 
was admissible. Moore v. United States 150 U. S. 57 (1893) ; 
Ryan v. United States, 26 App. D. C. 74, (1905). See also 
Lanckton v. United States, 18 App. D. C. 348, 368 (1901). 

The fact is, however, that there was no stipulation that the i 
Hazel Queenan to whom the bribe was offered was the Hazel 
Queenan who was the victim of the alleged abortion, or that 
she would be a witness in the abortion case. The record shows 
that one of the attorneys for appellants first insisted that the 
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Government had to show that she was a material witness. 1 The 
other attorney took a different view (App. 7). Then after con¬ 
siderable discussion at the bench, the Court said: 

The Court. Don’t you see? The only thing I am per¬ 
mitting to go on is that she is a material witness in that 
other case, and the facts that show that, I think, are ad¬ 
missible. Now, beyond that, 1 don’t think myself that— 

and then both attorneys agreed: 

Mr. McMenamin. That’s right. 

Mr. Miller. That is all right. We withdraw the 
objection. 

Mr. McMenamin. We withdraw it, then. If they 
just go into it enough to establish that, it is all right 
(App. 9). 

Her testimony was taken, and appellant did not make any 
objection at the time (App. 10, 11, 12). Under these circum¬ 
stances appellants’ objection, even if meritorious, comes too 
late. 

Appellants contend also, with respect to the introduction of 
evidence, that the court erred by permitting Edgar E. Scott, 
Detective Sergeant, to mention the pending abortion case (Br. 
12). The testimony to which appellants object occurred when 
the officer was being questioned concerning what he found in 
Eva Ladrey’s pocketbook after her arrest (App. 25). He 
said: 

Yes, sir. In looking through the pocketbook I found 
a written note in there with reference to the other case 
(App. 25). 

Immediately following he testified that Eva Ladrey admitted 
to him that the note was in her handwriting (App. 27,28). The 


1 The bribery statute uses the words “any witness,” while the court used 
the words “material witness.” The word “material” was superfluous. 
Strictly speaking, a person is not a witness unless he knows facts material 
to the issues. And here, while the court used the word “material,” it added 
nothing, as the Government had to prove and did prove that Hazel Queenan 
was a person who knew facts material to the issues in the abortion case, and 
was a witness. 
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note was then introduced in evidence and shown to read as 
follows: 

I prefer (wish) that the charges made against 

.be dropped * * * (App. 30). 

While the witness may have had no right to interpret thb 
word “charges” as referring to the other case, it was obviously 
harmless in view of the fact that the other case had been dis¬ 
cussed in some detail in prior proceedings at the trial, the in¬ 
dictment itself having been introduced, and in view of the furj* 
ther fact that the note itself was subsequently introduced. As 
a matter of fact, Eva Ladrey herself, on direct examination' 
testified that the note had reference to the abortion case (App P 
50-55). 

Ill I 

' 

The Court did not err in permitting a Government witness tcj 
testify to alleged statements made by the defendant, Eva Wi 
Ladrey, out of the presence of the co-defendant, Henry M. 
Ladrey 


Appellants argue (Br. 13) that error was committed when 
the trial court allowed the police officers to testify that Eva 
Ladrey, out of the presence of her husband, when she was firstj 
arrested, stated that Henry Ladrey brought her to, or near, the 
scene of the alleged crime. Appellants suggest also that state¬ 
ments made by Eva Ladrey out of Dr. Ladrey’s presence were 
admissible only against her. 

Counsel for appellants did not object to the introduction! 
of the statement made by the officers as to what Mrs. Ladrey 
had said out of the presence of her husband (App. 19). The 
first time such an objection appears to have been raised was 
immediately after the discussion of the directed verdict at the 
conclusion of the Government’s case (R. 94). At that time 
counsel for appellants asked the court to “instruct the jury that 
anything said by the wife out of the presence of the defendant, i 
the male defendant, is binding on her but not binding on the 
male defendant.” The court indicated that he agreed generally 
with this statement, but doubted that it applied to statements 
in offering the bribe (R. 95). The problem was subsequently ■ 


I 

I 

I 
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discussed at greater length (R. 123), and the court charged 
the jury on the point as follows: 

Now, I want to give you an instruction respecting 
portions of the evidence that was admitted in this 
cause by way of testimony as to statements made by one 
of the defendants. * * # 

But assuming now, and I am not intending to give any 
instruction as to what you should find, but assuming 
you find that such statements were made, I want you to 
understand the law with respect to such statements. 

There was testimony given concerning alleged state¬ 
ments made by the woman defendant out of the presence 
of the male defendant. Now, if you believe such state¬ 
ments were made, you may consider those statements as 
evidence where the statements constituted the offense 
that is here charged in determining whether or not an 
offense was committed. 

You may not consider as against the male defendant 
statements made out of his presence by the female de¬ 
fendant in the nature of admissions against interest and 
narrative statements of what happened afterwards. 
Statements that she may have made out of his presence 
may be considered as evidence against her. Statements 
made after the offense out of his presence made by her 
may not be considered as evidence against the male 
defendant. You must with respect to that defendant 
consider only statements made by him or acts done by 
him. 

It seems evident, therefore, that appellants are now objecting 
to evidence to which they did not object at the time of the trial. 
Insofar as their objection may be considered to relate to the 
instructions regarding statements made by Eva Ladrey, it is 
submitted that the charge was proper. The instructions were 
as requested by appellants on the point now specifically raised 
by them (Eva Ladrey’s statement that Henry Ladrey had 
brought her to the scene of the crime.) The instruction con¬ 
cerning the admissibility “as evidence” of Eva Ladrey’s state¬ 
ments offering the bribe was clearly proper, since those state¬ 
ments constituted the crime itself. 


There was no improper argument to the jury by the Assistant 
United States Attorney prosecuting the case 


Several witnesses testified that the appellants had a good 
reputation for honesty, integrity, and veracity. The inference 
which the appellants desired the jury to draw from such testi¬ 
mony was that persons of such calibre do not commit crimes. 
In order to avoid such inference Government counsel asked the 
jury to recall instances where persons with like reputations 
holding high positions of trust in banks had misappropriated 
funds and later went to the penitentiary (App. 67-69). It is 
respectfully submitted that this line of argument, in view of the 
evidence, was legitimate. 


CONCLUSION 

i 

For the foregoing reasons it is respectfully submitted that 
the judgment of the court below should be affirmed. 
Respectfully submitted. 


Edward M. Curran, 
United States Attorney . 
Cecil F. Heflin, 
Assistant United States Attorney. 

Sidney S. Sachs, 
Assistant United States Attorney \ 
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